This is a reproduction of a library book that was digitized 
by Google as part of an ongoing effort to preserve the 
information in books and make it universally accessible. 

Google" books 

http://books.google.com 






t 




/ 





Wf-J 








Google 



Digitized by ^.ooQle 




Digitized by ^.ooQle 




A/oen t<X 



f A Jj '/ ’/ 

THE BODLEIAN MANUSCRIPT 

OF JEROME’S VERSION OF THE 
CHRONICLE OF EUSEBIUS 

REPRODUCED IN COLLOTYPE 



WITH AN INTRODUCTION 

BY 

JOHN KNIGHT FOTHERINGHAM, M.A. 

LECTURER IN CLASSICAL LITERATURE AT K1NG*S COLLEGE, LONDON 
FORMERLY SENIOR DEMY OF MAGDALEN COLLEGE, OXFORD 



OXFORD 

AT THE CLARENDON PRESS 
1905 



Digitized by ^.ooQle 



HENRY FROWDE, M.A. 

PUBUSHER TO THE UNIVERSITY OF OXFORD 
LONDON, EDINBURGH 
NEW YORK AND TORONTO 



Digitized by ^.ooQle 



t: 

> 



PREFACE 



IMO- 3<J 
Z‘)<eS’l 



*- 
fr- 

The present volume was undertaken by me in 1900 as a partial discharge of my 
duty as a Senior Demy of Magdalen College. It was originally intended that I should 
transcribe the Bodleian MS. of the Chronica and prefix to it an introduction. It soon 
appeared, however, that a photographic reproduction could alone do justice to the 
complicated arrangement of the MS., and the Delegates of the Press generously agreed 
to this change in the form of the work. On the advice of Mr. C. H. Tumer, Fellow of 
Magdalen College, I undertook a tour of the different libraries in which the older MSS. 
of the Chronica are to be found, and I have since found several opportunities of 
- amplifying my material on subsequent journeys. The chapter entitled ‘The Value 
of the Bodleian MS.’ was originally written in 1901, and, though it has been 
subjected to considerable revision since then, is based mainly on the results of my 
journey in 1900. In it I have attempted a simpler solution of the vexed question 
of the original form of the Chronica than that offered by Dr. Schone in his 
Weltchronik des Eusebius, X.o which work I am indebted for the suggestion of most 
of the problems discussed by me. The further my researches have gone, the more 
I have been convinced that all forms of the Chronica are ultimately descended from 
one closely resembling that of the Fleury fragmertts (S), recently edited by Dr. Traube, 
that the differences of text between the best MSS. are far from serious, and that there 
should be no formidable difficulties in the way of an editor, armed with photographs 
of all the earlier MSS. 

Mr. Tumer had at one time hoped to contribute a chapter on the history of the 
MS., and the distinction between the two existing chapters of the Introduction was 
dictated by this hope. The pressure of other engagements unfortunately compelled 
him to leave this portion of the work in my less experienced hands, but Mr. Turner 
has amply repaid any disappointment by the elaborate treatment of du Tillets MSS. 
which constitutes the fifth appendix to this volume. 

The publication of the work has been somewhat delayed by the preparation of 
the appendices to the Introduction. The first of these is devoted to the Paris MSS., 
which, like the Merton MS., have not hitherto received the attention which their 
age warrants. References to these MSS. have also been inserted in proof into the 
chapter on the Value of the Bodleian MS. The second and third appendices were 
necessitated by the photographic method of reproduction. The appendix on the scholia 
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was kindly undertaken by Mr. R. L. Poole, Fellow of Magdalen College, to assist in 
the location of the scholiast and thereby of the MS. itself. The marginal references 
to this appendix are, however, mainly my own work. The fifth appendix is, as stated 
above, Mr. Tumers. The sixth and last was written by myself to accompany the 
photographs of the Udine and Paris MSS. (UW), which partially supply the lost 
pages of the Bodleian MS. 

Needless to say, a work like this, with its constant reference to MSS., often in 
distant libraries, would have been impossible but for the assistance of many scholars. 
My thanks are due in the first place to Mr. Turner who has read the whole work, 
either in MS. or in proof, has furnished abundant suggestions and corrections, and 
has in short taken as much interest in it as if it had been his own. I must also 
acknowledge the uniform courtesy of the librarians at ali the libraries I have visited, 
several of whom have also supplied me with special information on particular points. 
I should like to specify more particularly Mr. E. W. B. Nicholson and Mr. F. Madan 
of the Bodleian, the Rev. H. J. White of Merton College, Oxford, Dr. G. F. Warner 
of the British Museum, M. H. Omont of the Biblioth&que Nationale, Paris, Sac. Nicolb 
Pojani of the Archiepiscopal Library at Udine, Dr. P. C. Molhuijsen of the University 
Library at Leiden, Dr. Mulinen of the Town Library at Bern, and M. Lecat of the 
Town Library at Valenciennes. I have also received valuable assistance from Professor 
K. Lake of the University of Leiden, Dr. F. Ehrle of the Vatican Library, Professor 
W. C. F. Walters of King’s College, London, Professor R. S. Conway of the 
University of Manchester, Professor L. Traube of Munich, Dr. G. Biagi of the Lauren- 
tian Library at Florence, and Dr. G. Coggiola of the Library of Saint Mark at Venice. 
Assistance of a different, but not less valuable kind, has been received from the 
President and Fellows of Magdalen College, who have paid the cost of obtaining 
photographs of the Udine and Paris MSS., together with the travelling expenses 
incurred on my last journey to France and Italy. 

J. K. FOTHERINGHAM. 

Jutu 8, 1905. 
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THE VALUE OF THE BODLEIAN MANUSCRIPT 



The Chronica is the title of a work by Eusebius in two books. The former, known as the 
Chronographia , consists of excerpts from chronological writers on ali the principal countries of 
the ancient world, together with lists of kings and Olympie victors. It thus contains the materials 
for a skeleton outline of universal chronology, but it gives no events except such as are incidentally 
mentioned in a chronological connexion. The sdcond book, called the Chronici canones , is a chrono- 
logical table, extending from the birth of Abraham to the twentieth year of Constantine. It 
consists of one or two columns of events and of one or more columns of dates, which are cited 
by the years of -Abraham, by Olympiads, and by the regnal years of kings, judges, archons, 
and emperors. 

The original Greek of the Chronica is unfortunately lost, but it can often be restored with 
the assistance of excerpts and parallel passages, found in later chronologists, more especially in 
Georgius Syncellus. There is also extant an Armenian version of the whole work, which 
is somewhat defective at the end of the first and at the beginning and end of the second 
book. More famous is the Latin version by St. Jerome, of which the Bodleian MS. 

here reproduced is an exemplar. This version contains the whole of the second book, with 
numerous additions contributed by the translator, who has continued the Chronicle as far 
as the end of the reign of Valens. In addition to a few epitomes based on this Latin version, 
there is also in existence a Syriae epitome, supposed to be based on the Greek, but too brief 
to be of much value for the restoration of the original. 

f i. The Older Manuscripts of the Chronicle. 

Of Jerome’8 Latin, with which alone this Introduction is directly concerned, there are 
numerous MSS., of which eleven and fragments of a twelfth are not later than the tenth 

century. A description of ali these older MSS., except C, D, Q, and T, is to be found in 

Schone’s Weltchronik des Eusebius (1900), pp. 24-31. I have inspected them all and will 
add a brief description of each MS., paying special attention to points which are of 

importance for a comparison with the Bodleian MS. 1 : 

O. Oxoniensis, Bodleianus MS. Auct. T. II. 2,6. This MS., to the photographic reproduction 
of which in the present volume this essay serves as preface, contains the Chronicles of Eusebius 
and Jerome, followed by a chronological summary occupying one leaf, after which comes the 
Chronicle of Marcellinus. The Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome extend to f. 144, but, as f. 60 
is double, they really cover 145 leaves, of which ff. 1-32 are supplied by a fifteenth(?)- 
century hand, and present the text and arrangement of the ‘ Codices priores ' of Scaliger 2 . The 
remainder of these chronicles, extending from A. Abr. 555 to A. Abr. 2394, is in a fifth- 
century hand, the last leaf of Jeromes Chronicle is missing, and the one-leaf summary is 
apparently by the same or a contemporary hand. The fifth-century scribe or scribes, who are 

1 For descriptions of C, D, and Q, see appendix. 1 See p. 7. 

FOTHERINGHAM B 
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responsible for the greater part of the MS., write in an upright uncial hand, large uncials being 
employed for tabular matter and chronological landmarks in the first part of the Chronicle 
(down to A. Abr. 1496), and for ali entries in the latter part, while small uncials are used for 
ordinary events in the first part. The large letters are invariably written upon the ruled lines, 
and the small writing is invariably crowded. Each page contains thirty lines (not twenty-six 
to thirty, as Hardy States), although the pages are of the same size as those of A N P S. There 
are no blank lines except where a new arrangement of the Chronicle is introduced at the end 
of the first part. The one-leaf summary mentioned above is in a sloping uncial hand, which 
also appears in the marginalia. There are also marginalia inserted about the year 1400. 

Notices of this MS. have appeared : — by Mommsen in Hermes , 1889, pp. 393-401, and 
Chronica Minora^ Vol. II, pp. 48, 49 ; by Sir E. M. Thompson, in Greek and Latin Palaeo - 
graphy , p. 197 ; in the Palaeographical Society’s Series II, pl. 129, 130; and by Dr. E. G. Hardy 
in the Journal of Philology, 1890, pp. 277-87. Hardy*s notice is the fullest, but his state- 
ments cannot be accepted without verification. He is generally right on the readings of this 
MS., but has taken no pains over the citation of Schone’s MSS., and has sometimes quoted as 
peculiar to O entries for which Schone cites all his MSS. Schone in his Weltchronik des 
Eusebius used a collation of this MS. which Hardy had made for Mommsen. 

For the history of this MS. see the second chapter of this Introduction. 

S. This name is given to a number of fragments, found partly at Paris (Lat. 6400 B), partly 
at Leiden (Voss. lat. Q. 110 A), and partly at Rome (Vat. Reg. 1709). These fragments were all 
found bound up with other works, different in each case. They are all in uncials, and belong 
in Traube’s opinion to the fifth century, though they had previously been assigned to the 
sixth or seventh. That they form part of the same MS. may be proved not only by the 
similarity of the handwriting, but by the fact that part of the margin has been cut away in 
both the Rome and the Paris fragments. (The Leiden fragments are too much mutilated 
to enable us to say whether their margin was treated in the same way.) There is also the 
closest similarity in the form of the Chronicle as preserved in all three, but if, as I hope 
to shovv, they preserve the original form, their similarity in this respect would be no proof 
that they belong to the same MS. A probable argument in favour of identity may be based 
on the fact that although the Rome fragments belong to the same part of the Chronicle as the 
Paris fragments 1 , no leaf is included in more than one of the three sets of fragments. 
Traube believes that the MS. came originally from Italy. On the first leaf of the Paris 
fragments there is written, in a ninth-century hand, ‘Codex beati Benedicti Floriae’, from which 
it would appear that the Paris fragments at least belonged to the Abbey of Fleury in the ninth 
century. The position of these words would however suggest that they were written after the 
dismemberment of the MS. 

The Paris fragments contain fourteen leaves, the Leiden fragments six, and the Rome 
fragments two. The division of pages is the same as in A N P, and there are the same 
twenty-six lines to the page as in these MSS. In respect both of form and of text N P 
agree so closely with S that they must certainly have been copied from it. I had made 
a collection of the more crucial instances where S or N differs from P as cited by Schone, 
but Professor Lake assures me that the apparent instances are in almost every case to be 
explained by errors in Sch6ne’s citations of P. 

1 The last page of the Rome fragments is separated by only one leaf from the first page of the Paris fragments. 
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The Paris leaves consist of the seventh quatemion of the MS., followed by the first, second, 
third, sixth, seventh, and eighth leaves of the eighth quatemion. Both quaternions are signed 1 . 
If, as seems likely, the previous gatherings are also quaternions, the MS. must have devoted 
one leaf more to the title and prefaces than MNP, and must have originally contained 167 
leaves 2 . 

In the use of large and small uncials this MS. agrees with O. Like O it makes use 
of the ruled lines in the first part 3 rather as a boilndary between years than as a contrivance 
for keeping the writing straight ; and an entry of any length is generally commenced not on 
the ruled line, but immediately under the preceding ruled line. Schone 4 has not used any part 
of this MS. except the Leiden fragments, which he cites eighty-six times. I have noticed the 
following errors in his citations: 97 d, gjo 5 , 99 a, 183* 6 , 1 87 should each be one year higher 
on the principle that the ruled line divides the years : similarly 99 c should be one year lower. 
In 97/ Schone quotes S as reading X X as opposed to uicensitnutn : it actually reads 
uicesimum . In the same entry he quotes it as omitti ng regis after annum Cyri , where it really 
omits regis after Iosiae Iudaeorum . In 183« he wrongly cites it as omitting et. 1871/ tempore 
in the apparatus is probably a misprint for the manuscript reading tempore iam. In 97 1, where 
S is cited for qu , it may have read qui. The following variants are omitted : 95 0 panathenaeon , 
970 fuerunt , 97 h iniit , 97 coi. Lyd. om. est post destructum, , 183^ hierosolymarum , 18 $y sirmi , 
187^ hierosolymarum , 189 b triumpharunt. Every one of these last eight readings which Schone 
has overlooked appears to be the true reading as against Schone’s text. 

A photographic reproduction of this MS., with a preface by Traube, has appeared as 
Supplementum I, in the Leiden series of Codices Graeci et Latini . See also Chatelain, 
Uncialis Scriptura , Pars 1, tab. XIV, 1, and Explanatio, pp. 24-6. 

A, Amandinus, Valentianensis 495, now at the town library of Valenciennes, formerly at 
the Monastery of St. Amand. It contains the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome without any 
continuation. It belongs to the seventh century, and is written in uncials. The same use is 
made of large and small writing as in O and S, but the difference between the two sizes 
is much less pronounced in A. The smaller writing is crowded and is written extra small 
where exigencies of space demand this, and often where they do not. Sometimes however even 
the smaller writing is regulated by the ruled lines. This is specially the case towards the end 
of the first part of the Chronicle. Here, too, the size of the letters tends to approximate to 
that of the large letters, which are always regulated by the ruled lines. In the first three 
accessions noted in the latter part a slight difference in size between the writing used for 
tabular matter and for ordinary events can stili be traced; and under A. Abr. 1522 the events 
‘Latini . . . discedit* (Schone, 101 n, 0) occupy three lines at the foot of a page, but are crowded 
into the space allotted to two. This appears however to be the last instance of crowding in 
this MS. According to the foliation the MS. should contain 167 leaves; one of these however 
is devoted to the title, while two leaves are missing after f. 125, and one leaf has been 

1 No signature can now be read on the Leiden fragments, but they are somewhat mutilated. 

* There is no uniformity among existing MSS. as to the division of lines and pages in the prefaces, and it is 
therefore impossible to infer from the space which they occupy in late MSS. how much space they would occupy in an 
earlier MS. I see no reason for supposing with Traube that there were two columns to the page for the prefaces in S. 
The arrangement in one column is found in all the older MSS. 5 vide supra , p. 2 . * Eusebius , Vol. II. 

8 In these three cases the MS. agrees with Sch6ne*s text against the reading he cites. 

B 2 
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accidentally omitted in the foliation after f. 105 *. The total number, including the title-page, 
must therefore ha ve been 170 2 . Each page contains twenty-six lines, and is of the same size 
as the pages of N O P S. The MS. corresponds very nearly page for page and line for line 
with N P S and the first part of M, but devotes more space to the preface than MNP do. 
It is also characterized by the frequent occurrence of blank lines, which suggests that some 
of the notices occupy less space in this MS. than in its archetype, and that the scribe has 
adopted this device in order that the next notice may begin at the same place as in the 
archetype. Facsimiles of this MS. appear in Schone*s Eusebius , Vol. II, pp. xx, xxi, and in his 
Weltchronik des Eusebius , pp. 6, 7. In neither case is full justice done to the crowding of notices 
of events, the significance of which Schone does not appear to have realized, and in the latter 
facsimile the compositor has corrected an error of the scribe by placing the last eleven lines 
verso one line lower than they appear in the MS. The MS. was transcribed by Schone for 
his edition. 

B. Bernensis 219, the Bongarsianus of Scaliger s , Aurelianensis or A of Pontacus 4 . It contains 
the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome without any continuation. Pontacus States that it had 
belonged to the Abbey of Saint Benedict at Fleury 5 . From dates given in the MS. (Schone, 
Eusebius , Vol. II, p. xi) it would appear to have been written between 627 and 699 A.D. It is written 
in uncials, and contains seventy-six leaves without any of the continuations. The pages are much 
larger than in A O S, and the number of lines to a page varies from thirty-four to forty. Where 
the other MSS. spread the parallel columns over two pages, this MS. generally compresses them 
into one, and where the other MSS. compress them into a single page, this MS. makes a partition 
down the middle of the page and compresses them into either the right or left half. of the page. 
It is throughout a very careles s piece of work, and in the first part the scribe makes no attempt to 
keep the parallel columns even. Since however the right years correspond at the beginning of each 
page, it is ciear that the scribe has retained the division of pages which he found in his archetype. 
Allowing for the number of years covered by each page and the space which must have been occu- 
pied by notices of accessions, it will appear that the archetype must have contained from twenty- 
eight to thirty lines on each page. Small writing is used when exigencies of space demand it, and 
therefore for the most part in the first part of the Chronicle. In the latter part the writing is 
regulated by the ruled lines. In the first part the last few lines of a page are often left blank ; 
often, again, the writing extends beyond the last ruled line. The chronological columns (or fila 
regnorum) are filled in recklessly and without regard to one another, and even after the columns 
have become few the constant misplacement of Olympiads shows what the scribe is capable of. 
The MS. was transcribed by Schone and formed the basis of his edition. Facsimiles of it may be 
seen in his Eusebius , Vol. II, p. xxiv, and Weltchronik des Eusebius , pp. 8, 9. The typographical 
errors, although more numerous than in most of his facsimiles, do not affect any point of importance. 

M. Middlehillensis, Phillipp. 1829, now at the Royal Library, Berlin. This MS. came originally 
from Treves (see Mommsen, Chron. Min ., I, p. 78). It belongs to the eighth or ninth century, and 

1 Since inspecting the MS. I have seen reason to believe that this error is counteracted elsewhere. 

1 Or 169. 

8 Animadversa/ tones . Scalige^s edition appeared under the title of Thesaurus Temporum, 1606. 

4 Chronica trium illustrium auctorum Eusebii ceti. Prosperi ceti, ab Amoldo Pontaco Episcopo Vazatensi cett, 
emendata et notis illustrata. Burdigalae, 1604. 

6 This statenftnt is confirmed by a notice in the manuscript, ‘ Hic est liber sancti Benedicti abb. Floriacensis 
cenobi.' See Schdne, Weltchronik , p. 24. 
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contains the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome, the Liber Generationis, and Hydatius. The 
Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome occupy 153 leaves, and the first line of f. 154. The pages are 
larger than in the other 26-line MSS.; but there are always twenty-six lines and no more to 
each page, and for the first part of the Chronicle the division of the pages corresponds exactly with 
that of A N P S T ; in the latter part the division is different from that of ali other MSS. There is 
no distinction of large and small letters, and ali notices of ordinary events are regulated by the 
ruled lines. This is not however the case with the tabular matter. A change in the writing, 
perhaps a change of hand, is made at the beginning of f. 73 a. A full collation of this MS. by 
F. Riihl appears in the fifth appendix to the first volume of Schone*s Eusebius (pp. 108-711), but 
cannot everywhere be relied on. 

There is a full account of this MS. in Rose, Verzeichniss der lateiniscken Handschriften der 
Konigl. Bibliothek zu Berlin, Band I, pp. 277-80. 

F. Freherianus, Leidensis MS. Seal. 14, the Freherianus of Scaliger and Pontacus. The latter 
editor has however sometimes confused this MS. (Fre.) with the Codex Fabritianus (Fab.). It is 
written in red, green, black, and purple ink, and belongs to the early part of the ninth century. 
For its descent from the MS. of Bonifatius, see Schone, Quaestiones Hieronymianae , and Welt- 
chronik des Eusebius, p. 276. The MS. is written on 190 leaves, and contains, in addition to Eusebius 
and Jerome, the ‘Exordium/ the Chronicon consulare of Prosper, and a dedicatory epistle and a 
Carmen votivum of Bonifatius. The Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome occupy the space from 
f. 2 a to f. 176 a; f. 58 b and f. 59 a are however left blank, so that these Chronicles occupy in ali 
a space of 1 74 leaves. In Schone*s statement, Weltchronik des Eusebius , p. 25, that it contains 
167 leaves, 167 is probably a misprint for 176, an unfortunate misprint, because 167 happens also 
to be the number of leaves in A according to his computation. The pages of this MS. contain 
twenty-five lines each, and do not correspond exactly with those of any other MS. Down to 
f. 105 b med. the writing is entirely in uncials. The events are invariably crowded as compared 
with the dates, and are somewhat fantastically arranged on the page. After f. 105 b med. uncials 
are used for the tabular matter and chronological entries only, and ordinary events appear in 
minuscules. In this latter part the writing is always regulated by the ruled lines. A faesimile 
of this MS. appears in Sch6ne’s Eusebius , Vol. II, pp. xxii, xxiii, where however the difference 
of type has nothing to correspond to it in the MS. This MS. was a favourite with Scaliger. 

It was used by Schone for his edition, but his collation of it is 1 ess perfect than his 
collation of B. 

N. Middlehillensis Phillipp. 1872, now at the Royal Library, Berlin. This MS. came originally 
from Tours 1 . It belongs to the ninth or tenth century and contains the Chronicle only on 166 
leaves. Minuscules are used for ali entries in black ink, and uncials for everything in red. There 
are twenty-six lines on each page, and the division of pages corresponds with that in A P S. The 
MS. has been inspected by Schone, but never collated. Schone comments on its resemblance in 
text and form to PS, and Traube holds that both N and P are copies of S; the readings of P 
supplied me by Professor Lake have convinced me that this view is correct It has interesting 
marginalia derived from other families. 

P. Petavianus, Leidensis MS. Lat. Voss. Q. 110. This MS. contains the Chronicles of Eusebius 
and Jerome without any continuation. According to a statement in the MS. itself, it originally 

1 So Rose, Verzeichniss der lat. Handschr. der K. Bibi zu Berlin , Band I, p. 276. 
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belonged to the Abbey of St. Mesmin, near Orleans. It was written in the ninth century \ Small 
minuscules are used for events in the first part of the Chronicle, large in the latter. In both 
parts tabular matter and chronological entries are for the most part in uncials, but these are some- 
times replaced by large minuscules. Red letters are always uncial. Blank lines are of very rare 
occurrence. The correspondence of this MS. with N in the division of lines and pages is exceedingly 
close, and their correspondence with S is hardly less so. The MS. contains altogether 1 66 leaves, 
including two leaves devoted to the title, and 164 to the Chronicle. As Schone suggested in his 
edition, the MS. is a copy of S. P was used by Pontacus and Scaliger, and its readings are cited 
by Schone in his edition. His citations are however far from satisfactory. 

L. Londinensis, Brit. Mus. Add. 16974. This MS. belongs to the tenth century, and, from 
its title ‘Liber monasterii sancti Trudonis/ it is ciear that it belonged to the monastery of St. Tron 
in Belgium. It contains Jerome’s Commentary on Matthew, the Chronicles of Eusebius and 
Jerome, the Chronicon Imperiale of Prosper, and the Chronicle of Marius of Aventicum. The 
Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome extend from f. 57 a to f. 109 a. The greater number of entries 
are in minuscules throughout, but all passages in red ink are written in uncials or in capitals. The 
pages are much larger than in most MSS., containing forty-two (occasionally forty or forty-one) 
lines apiece. There are several instances of blank lines, but these can generally be explained by 
the context. The interest of this MS. lies in the fact that it is the oldest of the ‘ Codices priores * 
preferred by Scaliger. Mommsen in Hermes , 1889, p. 398, calls attention to the independence of 
its text. It is however the work of a very negligent scribe. A displacement of a part of the 
preface affords some evidence as to the division of pages, and therefore as to the size of the page in 
one of the archetypes of this MS. Schone 2, 31 huic (cod. hoc ) uolumini ... 5, 28 alterum Darii 
(cod. alterum Darii annum DXLVIII et inde ) is placed after 8, 8 anno Cecropis . Assuming that 
the lines were of the same length as in the 26-line MSS., this displacement implies a length 
of about thirty-one lines to the page in the archetype. I have personally made a complete 
collation of this MS. It was also collated for Mommsen, and a few of the readings are cited from 
this collation in Schone’s Weltchronik : the collation itself is accurate enough, but nothing is 
said of certain important features in the form of the Chronicle as preserved in this MS., on 
which see bclow. 

T. Oxoniensis Mertonensis H. 3. 15 (Coxe cccxv) is written in red, black, and green ink, and 
probably belongs to the ninth century. The MS. is written on 156 leaves (not 154, as Coxe 2 ) and 
contains the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome without any continuation. It inserts however, 
after the preface of Eusebius, two short treatises, entitled respectively, c Interpretatio sancti 
Hieronymi de nominibus gentium * and ‘ Demensuratio provinciarum/ These two treatises, which 
have escaped Coxe’s notice, occupy between seven and eight pages. After Jerome’s Chronicle come 
four chronological summaries, headed respectively, ‘ Reges gentium diversarum qui fuerunt vel quan- 
tum regnaverint/ ‘ Ordo plenarius succedentium sibi temporum/ ‘ Item secundum Severum,’ c Item 
secundum Africanum/ At the foot of the ‘ Ordo plenarius ’ are the words * Continet itaque omnis 
canon secundum Hieronimum annos II. ccc.xcv/ There is no title-page. Jerome’s preface there- 
fore begins on f. 1 a, and the two prefaces extend to f. 4 a. After the two short treatises mentioned 
above two pages are left blank and the Chronicle proper begins on f. 9 b and extends to f. 149 b. 

1 At the request of the abbot Peter, and therefore about 840 A. D. See Chatelain, Uncialis Scriptura , 
Explanatio, p. 26, and Traube, Codices Graeci et Latini , Suppi. I (Leiden, 1902), Praef., p. xviii. 

8 Catalogue of MSS. in College Libraries at Oxford. 
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The prefaces and Chronica therefore occupy in all 145 leaves. There are some German verses in 
a late, perhaps fourteenth-century hand, on ff. 9 a, 156 a,b, from which it would appear that the MS. 
was at some date in Germany. The pages have been prepared throughout for tabular matter by 
means of horizontal and perpendicular ruled lines, but this preparation is somewhat imperfect for 
the first eight leaves, which precede the commencement of the Chronicle proper. There is no 
distinction between large and small writing as in A O S, but uncials are employed throughout for 
tabular matter, i.e. for the notices in the ‘fila regnorum/ and for everything in coloured ink, while 
minuscules are generally employed elsewhere. There are however a number of notices in capitals, 
and very occasionally uncials appear in the text. The division of pages is almost identical with 
that in A M N P S for the first part of the Chronicle (to A. Abr. 1496), but the MS. occasionally 
deviates from their lines of division and afterwards returns to it. In the latterpart of the Chronicle 
the division of pages does not agree with that of any other MS. known to me. The pages are 
larger than in most MSS., resembling in point of size those of M. The MS. is ruled so as to allow 
twenty-six lines to the page, but in the prefatory matter (ff. 1-8), in Jeromes Chronicle, and in the 
summaries at the end, the two lines ruled for headings are used for the text, so that here there are 
twenty-eight lines to the page. In Eusebiuss Chronicle, properly so called, there are twenty-six 
lines to the page as in AC M N P S. In the omission of headings in .Jeromes Chronicle the MS. 
agrees with B. For other points of agreement with B, see p. 30 below. Throughout the whole 
MS. the writing is regulated by the ruled lines, but notices are sometimes finished below the last 
ruled line. On ff. 70 b, 71 a, both in the first part, there are only twenty-five ruled lines. Blank 
lines are of frequent occurrence in the latter part, so that here also it is probable that the MS. is 
a page-for-page reproduction of its archetype 1 . No reference is made to this MS. in any work 
bearing directly on the Chronica , but it is frequently referred to by Dodwell in his Dissertatio 
Singularis , appended to Pearsonii Opera Chronologica , Londini 1688, see p. 18, &c. On pp. 98, 99 
he prints at length the chronological summary entitled ‘ Item secundum Africanum/ 

§ 2. The Form of the Chronicle in the older Manuscripts. 

The critical questions, which have made all attempts at editing the Chronica so tentative, turn 
on the form rather than the text of the work, and a solution of the difficulties which attend the 
question of form will probably fumish the means of properly estimating our materials for the text. 
The question of form may be treated under three heads: (1) The form as preserved in our MSS. ; 
(2) The form of Jeromes version and Chronicle ; (3) The form of the original Greek of Eusebius. 

The simplest classification of MSS. in respect of form is that of Scaliger into ‘ Priores’ and 
‘ Posteriores/ The * Priores/ which curiously enough are almost invariably later in date than the 
‘ Posteriores/ present the Chronicle in the shape of a number of columns of dates with a column 
for events at the right-hand side of the page. This column will be broad or narrow according as 
the other columns are few or many. In every case the Chronicle is compressed within the width 
of one page. The ‘Posteriores’ on the contrary place the column for events second, third, or 
fourth on the page, so that there are often columns of dates on each side of it. Down to 
A. Abr. 1504 the columns are always spread over two pages, and there is a column for events on 
each page. The columns of dates are usually known as the ‘ fila regnorum/ the column for events 
as the ‘ spatium historicum/ After this date there is only one column for events, and the columns 
are all compressed within the limits of a single page. All the MSS. noticed above, with the 

1 See my observations on this feature in A, supra> p. 4. 
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exception of B and L, preserve this latter arrangement \ B adopts this arrangement for a few 
pages, but afterwards compresses the two pages of the other MSS. of this family into one, and 
the single pages into the left- or right-hand half-pages, without materially displacing the columns 
for events. L adheres through the greater part of the Chronicle to the arrangement characteristic 
of the ‘ Priores/ but curiously enough starts a second column for events at the very point where 
the ‘ Posteriores * discontinue it. Events are now placed in the second and fourth columns, the 
total number of columns being either four or five. This arrangement is maintained as far as 
A. Abr. 1919, after which the normal arrangement of the ‘Priores* is resumed. This difference 
in respect of form carries with it a difference of text in Jerome*s preface (see Schone II, p. 2, 
11. 12-25), where an explanation of the use of different colours of ink,suited only to the arrangement 
of the * Priores/ is inserted in none of the MSS. noticed above except L. In L this preface occurs 
twice over, on the first occasion with the insertion, but without the following lines (2, 26-52 
cognoscant), on the second occasion without the insertion, but with the following lines 2 . It would 
appear therefore that this passage, on which Scaliger based his preference for the * Priores/ is not 
a part of the original Jerome, but an interpolation, intended to explain a new use of colours in 
some early MS. of the family known as the * Priores.' 

As noticed above (p. 2 ), the break in the Chronicle at A. Abr. 1496 is characterized not 
merely by a rearrangement of the matter on the page, but, in the case of AOS and to some 
extent P, by a change in the size of the writing, and its relation to the ruled lines on the page. 
Ali MSS. of the Chronicle are written on leaves prepared by lines ruled both horizontally and 
vertically. The vertical lines are intended to mark off the different columns, but are not 
always in keeping with the arrangement of columns in the part of the Chronicle in which they 
appear. The horizontal lines enable the scribe to adhere to the lineation of his archetype, and 
thus make it possible to copy the original, column by column, without disturbing the syn- 
chronisms of different columns. In O a whole series of dates in one column is frequently 
displaced by one line, and the same phenomenon occurs in other MSS. This shows that in 
these instances the copying was done column by column. In OS there is down to A. Abr. 
1496 a marked and consistent distinction between the large uncials which are written on the 
ruled lines and the small uncials which are written much more closely, the former being used for 
the fila regnorum, for chronological comments or landmarks, and for a few of the events recorded 
in red ink, and the latter being used for ordinary events. After this date the large letters only 
are found. It will be noticed, from the description of the MSS. above, that traces of this distinc- 
tion survive in A F P 3 . As has been observed on p. 3, the ruled lines serve in O S to mark the 
boundaries between years ; in the later MSS. they tend to do no more than regulate the writing. 

The next question concems the position of these events. A chronological notice, or an event 
which is regarded as a landmark, is often allowed to stretch across the^whole page, or at least across 
both columns of events. In the former case the columns of figures are interrupted until the notice 
is finished. In L ordinary events are often allowed to interrupt the c fila regnorum * in this way. 
In a more ordinary case however the record of an event begins in one of the columns for events 
opposite the date to which it belongs, and is continued in that column till it is finished. In the 
latter part of the Chronicle where many events often belong to the same year and where there 

1 It is also found in Q. 

9 In both forms of the preface the readings of L compel us to classify its archetype with the * Priores ’ rather than 
the ‘Posteriores.’ * Also in Q. See Appendix. 
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is only one column for them, they are written one below the other in the same column, and 
care is taken, or should have been taken, that no new date should appear in the * fila regnorum * 
until the last event of the year has been commenced. Corree tness of arrangement was secured 
in the first part of the Chronicle by the use of crowded writing for events, and the abandonment 
of this practice in the later MSS* has led to the displacement of several events, which can only 
find room some lines below their proper place. 

As to the position of the columns for events, the following account applies to all MSS. 
except B, D, and L. On left-hand (verso) pages the column for events is to the right of the first 
column for dates where only two columns for dates exist, and to the right of the second 
column where three or more columns exist. On right-hand (recto) pages the same rule 
obtains, except that where there are five columns for dates the column for events stands to 
the right of the third column. B’s deviations from this rule would be of no importance, had 
they not led Schone into the belief that the position of this column depended on the 
importance of the country whose chronology stood to the left of it and not to the number 
of columns on the page. In the latter part of the Chronicle, i. e. from A. Abr. 1497, the 
events are always placed to the right of the first column for dates. The arrangement in L 
has already been noticed (p. 8). Where the two columns exist in the ‘Posteriores’ the 
left-hand page is as a rule employed for events in sacred history, the right-hand for events 
in profane. Some exceptions to this rule will be commented on hereafter (p. 13). 

The next point that calls for notice is the use of red and black ink. F uses four colours, red, 
green, purple, and black, for the first part of the Chronicle, and each column of dates is as far 
as possible in a different Colour. Events take their colour from the column to the left of them. 
Afterwards sometimes two, sometimes three colours are used, but the arrangement is peculiar 
to F. In L years of Abraham, accessions of kings, &c., and every tenth year in each of the 
* fila regnorum ’ appear in red ink, as also a few events, including all eclipses. T uses green for 
years of Abraham down to the first Olympiad, for the numbers of Olympiads, for marginalia \ 
for some headings, and for some of the entries in uncials, mostly of the nature of chronological 
landmarks. Otherwise it obeys the rule given below. In the remaining MSS. 2 the following 
rule is almost universally observed. The * fila regnorum ’ are alternately in red and black ink, 
but sometimes an exception is made where two 1 fila ’ are separated by a column of events. Down 
to the first Olympiad the extreme left-hand column is always red ; afterwards the Olympiads are 
entered in this column in red ink, while the accessions and regnal years are in black. (A N O P S 
are agreed throughout as to the use of colours for different columns ; B presents a small, and M a 
large number of differences. M has the Olympiads in black ink.) Accessions and other matter 
belonging to the red ‘fila* are red in all MSS. except M. Some events, consisting mainly of 
notices of prophets, are in red ink. In O the thalassocracies are generally in red ink. The 
accessions of emperors are often in red ink. In B all events are in black ink. 

From the particulare given above about the individual MSS. it will be observed that 
A M N P S T have twenty-six lines on each page 8 , and that the pages of A N O P S are all of the 
same size, viz. that of the photographs published in this edition. It has been shown that B is 
derived from an archetype of twenty-eight to thirty lines to the page, O has thirty lines, and 
L, which has forty-two lines, may go back to an archetype with thirty-one lines. F has 

V 

1 * Gorgoni um didt * . . . 9 (tySg) is. the only exception to the use of green for marginalia in T. 

1 Also in Q. 8 So also C. See Appendix. 

FOTHm»GHAM Q 
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twenty-five lines. All our MSS. therefore support a square form for the page as opposed to 
the tali pages which are found in B and L, and which Schone supposes to have existed in 
Jerome’s first edition of the Chronicle. 

One last feature of the Chronicle in its present form consists of the marginalia. There is one 
group of marginalia, some of which may be found written by the first hand in the margins of all 
the MSS. except S \ L seems to be the only MS. where any number of these find their way 
into the text 2 . In fact so long as originals were copied line for line such notices could hardly 
be inserted in the text. This group of marginalia consists of jubilees, persecutions, and eras, with 
a few glosses. O has in addition to these marginalia, inserted in upright uncials by the first hand, 
a long series of marginalia in sloping uncials, apparently by the same hand. These consist for the 
most part of abstracts of entries in the text, but contain also some of the marginalia which are 
found in other MSS., but had not been included among the upright marginalia of O. Schone’s 
method of indicating marginalia is a little confusing. He sometimes quotes a MS. as having 
the passage in the margin, and at other times marks its position as to the left of the extreme left 
column or to the right of the extreme right column. Mommsen*s comparison of O with F is 
unfortunately vitiated by the fact that it was impossible for him to discover from Sch6ne*s edition 
what passages belong to the margin and what to the text 

§ 3. The Form of the Chronicle in Jerome. 

There can be little doubt that the two-page arrangement for the earlier part of the Chronicle 
goes back to Jerome. It is, as has been shown (p. 9), presupposed in the existing bicolumnar arrange- 
ment, especially in the position of the second column. The comparatively late date of the * Priores/ 
coupled with the arbitrary character of so much of the text of L, compel us in the absence of other 
evidence to regard their form of the Chronicle as the later, though it seems extravagant to say with 
Schone 3 that the bicolumnar arrangement could never have been devised to supersede the simpler 
unicolumnar, for L itself, as has been seen (p. 8), substitutes the bicolumnar for the unicolumnar 
arrangement for the period extending from A. Abr. 1505 to 1919. The uniformity of so large 
a number of MSS. in respect of the number of lines to the page (see p. 9), the actual division 
of pages (see p. 2), and the size of each page (see p. 9), is an evidence of the care with which those 
MSS. have been copied, and creates a presumption in favour of that arrangement going back to 
Jerome*s own study. 

As regards the number of lines to the page the consensus of A C M N P S T is in reality supported 
by O as well. The fact that its pages are of the same size as those of A N P S is in favour of 
its arrangement being derived from a common source. It is an interesting fact that its nearest 
relative M belongs to the 26-line group. The repetition in red ink of the heading * troia capta * 
under the year 835 can be explained by the fact that a new page begins in the 26-line MSS. at 
this point, whereas in O the repetition, which does not come at the beginning of a page, is not 
easily explicable by the context. Furthermore O, unlike F and L, preserves a line-for-line if not 
a page-for-page agreement with the 26-line MSS. throughout the earlier part of the Chronicle. 
It does indeed ignore their spacing of the long notices which break the columnar arrange- 

1 S is too defective to enable us to speak with certainty ; it seems however to have contained 67 c. The margin 
is mutilated here, but there are traces of an entry in uncial characters. All the other MSS. except L have 67 c in the 
margin. L omits it altogether ; but this omission must be fortuitous, as it belongs to a series which is regularly 
represented in L. 4 L also inserts in the margin many passages which the other MSS. place in the text. 

* Weltchronik des Eusebius , p. 32. 
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ment, but is generally careful to preserve their spacing when the columns are merely broken 
for accessions. It preserves, like them, the normal break of two lines for an accession, with 
almost the same exceptions, as for instance the one-line breaks for Omri and Pinaches, and the 
three-line breaks for Deborah, Asgeus, Atreus, Latinus Silvius, Carpentus Silvius, Ahab, &c. It 
is even possible that O may have been intended to consist of the same number of pages, not only 
of the same sized pages, as A N P S. After f. 162 in Marcellinus, which appears in O as the 
supplement to Jerome, there is a change in the preparation of the pages, which seems to indicate 
that the two remaining quires were subsequently added. As the fifth-century part of O begins at 
f. 33, and was apparently preceded by about thirty-two leaves \ and as two different leaves are 
each numbered 60, and as one leaf is missing, the original number of leaves should be 162 — 32 
+ 32 + 1 + 1 = 164 leaves. P contains 1 66 leaves, including two leaves devoted to the title, and 
this appears to have been the normal size of the Chronicle in the 26-line MSS. 2 

The double column of text for the earlier part of the Chronicle appears, as will be shown 
hereafter, to go back to Eusebius. If this is so, the position of the second column in relation 
to the division between two opposite pages ought to go back at least to Jerome. The unanimity 
of the 26-line MSS. and O as to the principies which govern the use of red and black ink 
renders it probable that this distinction also goes back to Jerome. OS also agree, as we have 
seen, in the use of large and small letters (see p. 3), and, as traces of this distinction survive 
in AFNPQ, it probably goes back to Jerome. 

So far then as we can judge, Jerome*s Chronicle would appear to have been of the same form 
as is preserved to us in the fragments known as S. It is hardly necessary to add that his Chronicle 
would contain none of those marginalia which run through ali our MSS. except S 3 . We are indeed 
fortunate in the fact that the form of the Chronicle compelled interpolations to appear in the margin 
or nowhere. 

Schone has in his Weltchronik des Eusebius propounded an ingenious theory, that the 
Chronicle went through several editions in the life-time of Jerome, L representing the first edition, 
M O representing a transition stage, and A N P S representing the final edition, which he calls the 
* editio Romana.* F is, as he conclusi vely shows, descended from a text edited after Jerome*s day. 
In his opinion B is a representative of an older text than A N P S, but sometimes represents an 
older, sometimes a later, text than M O. 

On the size of the writing and of the pages Schone is silent; he does not appear to have 
received full information on this point. He thinks, however, that the MSS. which are uniform 
in the division of lines and pages may be taken as representing the last stage of the Chronicle 
with a square form for the page, and traces a gradual diminution in the size of the page from 
that of L, on which he has no information, but which he justly infers to be tali, through B with 
its thirty-four to thirty-nine lines, O with thirty to twenty-six, down to the twenty-six lines 
of the * editio Romana/ But, as has been shown above, the archetype, or at least one archetype, of 
L would appear to have contained about thirty-one lines only (see p. 6), the archetype of B 

1 The space occupied in P by this part of the Chronicle suggests that thirty-four leaves of thirty lines each 
would be the space occupied in O. The first preserved gathering, which begins at f. 33, is signed IIII; this 
suggests that it was preceded by three numbered quatemions, and one unnumbered, thirty-two leaves in all. 

2 This coincidence may of course be a mere accident. The two 26-line MSS. most nearly related to O in text 
(M and T) coincide with A N P S in the division of pages in the first part of the Chronicle only. 

8 On this exception see above, p. xo note. 

C 2 
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must have had thirty to twenty-eight lines (see p. 4), and even O with its thirty lines appears 
to be derived from a 26-line archetype (see p. 10). There seems, therefore, to be no case for a 
belief in the tali form of page in the original Chronicle. L deserves specially little attention, 
because it is unlikely that any attempt would be made to retain the number of lines to 
the page, when the form of the Chronicle was entirely recast \ 

Schone is more successful when he attempts to base his theory of successive editions on 
textual differences, but the cases he quotes do not ali support his contention 2 . In his first 
instance (181 A) it is ciear that ‘quadraginta missus’ is a correction of the mistranslation 
‘Athlamos* for 5 B\a p. The latter reading, or one derived from it, is found in BLMN tDW ** 
OQT, the corrected reading in AFNPR. From this it follows that the correction was either 
made by Jerome after the archetypes of BLMOQT were written, or by a scribe in the archetype 
of AFNP. The correction could only have been made by some one with the Greek before 
him. In his second instance (93/) L and kindred MSS. have ‘subuertit/ representing KaOaipu, 
while ali the ‘Posteriores* have ‘emundauit 8 ,* representing /catfafpci. Here it seems possible 
that L retains Jeromes original reading 4 , and that Jerome himself made the correction before 
the archetypes of ABFMNOPT had been written. We might infer, therefore, that the 
archetype of L had escaped some corrections which Jerome afterwards introduced into his text. 
The third instance (197 v) had been previously discussed by Mommsen 5 . In this case ‘Probus 
praefectus Illyrici/ which is found with variations in L M N* 4 ** O, has been altered for 
political reasons into ‘ Illyrici Equitius comes/ which is found with variations in ABFNPQT 1 . 
Here the alteration must either have been made by Jerome or some very early scribe, or 
else have been introduced into BQT from the family AFNP. It is significant that in 
this case BQT adopt the later text, whereas in the first instance they had preserved the 
older. Schone’s fourth instance (198 f) is the notice of Melania, which, according to 
Rufinus 7 , Jerome struck out of his copies of the Chronicle after it had been written. It appears 
in its proper position in ali our MSS. except P, where it is written at the bottom of the 
page, its proper position being indicat ed by the sign •/. . It is easy to see that if the passage 
had once been struck out, it would easily find its way back, because its omission reduced 
the number of lines on this page from twenty-six to twenty-one, leaving five blank lines into which 
it could be interpolated from another MS. The notice in Rufinus seems at least to prove that 
Jerome did make occasional corrections in his text, and we *should therefore be the more ready 
to attribute other corrections to him. In the present case contamination would be so easy that it 
is difficult to say whether any other MS. than P is derived from a source in which this passage was 
omitted. In the fifth instance P places 198 r after 198 s 9 that is, at the foot of the page, and reads 
‘ Rufinus * instead of the second ‘ Florentinus.* From a passage in Rufinus ( Apol ii. 25) which 
he quotes, Schone attempts to show that ‘Rufinus’ was the original reading, but the argument is far 
from conclusive. I will not deal with the longer list of passages which Schone himself regards 
as less decisive, the discussion of which occupies pp. 168-228 of his Weltchronik des Eusebius , but 

1 Schone, Weltchronik des Eusebius , pp. 131-7. * Op. rit., pp. 87 et seq. 

* N records in its margin the two varianis ‘ destituit * and ‘ subuertit.* 

4 There is, however, some difficulty in explaining * destiuit 9 as a variant derived from ‘ subuertit.’ It could more 
easily be introduced by a scribe who took ‘ emundauit 9 for a mistranslation. * Hemus , 1889, p. 399. 

4 Schone (op. cit., p. 97) makes an extraordinary attempt to support the originality of the ‘ tamquam 9 of L in this 
passage against the obviously genuine but misunderstood ‘ ante .... quam ’ of the other MSS. 7 Apol. ii. 26. 



Digitized by 



Google 



13 



THE FORM OF THE CHRONICLE IN JEROME 

I will add two passages, where, as in 93 f L appears to be alone in favouring a reading afterwards 
revised. In 95 cL has ‘purior aetas/ instead of the ‘Thalus* of the other MSS. 1 Here ‘purior 
aetas * is a possible translation of the poetic noun O&kos (an obvious mistake for QaXrjs), which 
Jerome afterwards transliterated as a proper name, though he did not correct the orthography a . 
In 91 h L agrees with the Armenian in reading ‘ Eliachim * for ‘ Ioachim * on both occasions where 
the word occurs. This makes it probable that ‘ Eliachim * represents Eusebius*s text and that 
Jerome afterwards substituted the more familiar name. 

It will be observed that in no two of the instances quoted above from Schone does the 
correction make its appearance at the same point in the supposed development of the Latin 
Chronica . In the second instance L alone has the unrevised reading, in the third L is reinforced 
by M O, in the first it has the additional support of B Q T, in the fourth it is supported not only 
by ali these, but also by A N, and in some measure by P, while in the fifth instance the supposed 
original is found in P alone. As the argument from form in favour of a systematic re-editing 
of the Chrofiica has broken down, it will be all the easier to adopt the view that any modifi- 
cations introduced into the text were not made at any one date, but were suggested from time 
to time by the discovery of errors or by personal or political considerations. 

§ 4. The Form of the Chronicle in Eusebius. 

We are now in a position to attack the Central problem connected with the Chronica , 
What was the form of the Greek Chronica of Eusebius, and is it better represented by 
the Armenian or by Jerome’s Latin version? The Syriae epitome is of no value for 

the question of form, but on the whole supports the text of Jerome rather than that of 

the Armenian version. The Armenian and Latin differ in certain details, but their most 
striking difference in form is in the position of the columns for events. In the Armenian 
the Chronicle is always compressed within the width of a single page and there is a column 
for events on each side of that page. Events in sacred history are nearly always placed on 
the left side, while events in profane history are distributed over both sides. The 

position of these columns in Jerome has been described above 8 . It will be observed that 
the two columns are only used for the first part of the Chronicle. From a comparison between 
the two versions it appears 4 that passages common to both always appear in Jerome’s 

left-hand column if they belong to sacred history, and nearly always in his right-hand column 
if they belong to profane. Passages, on the other hand, which are peculiar to Jerome 
are distributed almost at random between the two columns. Now since the passages common 
to both versions must go back to Eusebius, it would follow that those passages whose position 
in Jerome’s Chronica depends on their reference to sacred or profane history must belong to the 
original Chronicle, and, since Jerome does not regulate the place of his own additions by any 
such reference, the classification into sacred and profane events must belong to the original Greek 
of Eusebius. Jerome’s version therefore retains the form of the original throughout the earlier 
part of the Chronicle, so far as the arrangement of events in columns is concemed. It is not 
unlikely that it does so in the latter part also, since the substitution of the single for the 
double column for events takes place roughly at the close of Old Testament history, after 

1 N T alone have 1 Thales.* 

* ‘ Purior aetas 1 may of course have been substituted by some scribe who failed to understand * thalus.* 

8 PP* 9 > 11. 1 See Schone, Weltchronik des Eusebius , pp. 14, 15, and elsewhere. 
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which the bicolumnar arrangement would have been rather pointless. When Schone 1 attempta 
to demonstrate that the position of the columns of events goes back to Eusebius, it is not so 
easy to follow him. As stated above 2 , their position depends on the division of pages and 
the number of parallel columns in Jerome, not on the importance of different countries. Schdne’s 
table 8 is wrong in placing the first column of events to the right of the Hebrews instead of 
the Assyrians for the years of Abraham 1-460, and in placing the second column of events to 
the right of the Macedonians instead of the Lydians for the years 1271-1344, The question 
of the position of the columns must therefore be determined by the more general questions of 
retention of form instead of determining them. 

An interesting confirmation of the adherence of Jerome to the original Greek in small 
points of form is supplied by the reading Thalcamenes for Alcamenes found in OR (Schone, 
75 Lac. Tit.). Thalcamenes is probably the correct reading, although historically an incorrect 
form. Thus L has Talcamenes, M Thalcamenis, B Chalcamenis, N Tharcamenes, and P Tarca- 
menes, so that this spelling is represented in ali families of MSS. 4 The title, according to 
the principies on which Jerome*s version is drawn up, should run as follows: — 

Lacedaemon. VIIII Alcamenes a. xxxvii, suggesting the Greek 
AAKEAAIMON 0 AAKAMENHC ETH AZ 

This at once explains the origin of the form Thalcamenes, and it is significant that the 
name Thalcamenes in MO is not preceded by a numeral, as are the names of the other 
Lacedaemonian kings. The numeral VIII in Sch6ne’s text is probably a misprint for VIIII, 
in which case the appearance of a false numeral VIII in B suggests that it was supplied by 
a scribe and was absent from the original text. The leaf of the Armenian on which the name 
of Alcamenes ought to appear is unfortunately lost, but as numerals are never placed «before 
the names of kings in the Armenian, it may be assumed that in it no numeral stood before 
the name of Alcamenes. , It would therefore follow that in the use of numerals before the 
names of kings in records of accessions the Latin version of Jerome has followed the original 
Greek, while the Armenian has departed from it. 

A cogent argument is adduced by Schone 5 in favour of the correspondence in form between 
the Greek and the first edition of the Latin Chronica , from a passage in Jerome’s Preface*, 
in which he States that he has dictated his work with great rapidity. The dictation of elaborate 
tabular matter is not easy, and Schone is of opinion that the ‘ fila regnorum 9 were transliterated 
from the Greek by a scribe, the correct interval being allowed for each gap, and that Jerome 
then dictated a translation of the text. That this was the case in the earlier part of the Chronicle 
is rendered extremely likely by the form of the Chronicle. The use of small writing for events 
renders the * fila regnorum * independent of the space occupied by ordinary entries, and the columns 
of regnal years are only broken for accessions of kings and the longer notices on chronological 
landmarks. If therefore Jerome retained the form of his original, he would be able not only 
to interpret at length without fear of crowding, but also to add new events without disturbing 
the outlines of his work. Schone, who has overlooked the distinction between large and 
small writing, preserved in O S, imagines that the spacing of the original was retained even 
in the latter part of the Chronica. This however appears to be impossible. Here the interval 
between one date and the next depends entirely on the space occupied in Jerome’s Latin by 

1 Weltchronik des Eusebius , pp. 60 and following. * p. 9 supra. 8 Op. tit, p. 60. 

4 T alone has Alcamenes. 8 Weltchronik des Eusebius, pp. 76, 81. • p. 1, 1 . 15 (Schone). 
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the events belonging to the former date, and is therefore dependent not merely on the length 
or brevity of his translations, but on the presence or absence of additions of his own. The fact 
that here events as well as dates appear in large letters seems to imply that they were dictated 
pari passu , and as the columns of dates are no longer numerous, there being often only one such 
column, there should no longer have been any difficulty in dictating the dates along with the text. 

It would appear, therefore, that in the earlier part of the Chronica there is an exact correspondence 
in form between the Greek of Eusebius and Jerome*s Latin, while in the latter part the corre- 
spondence is more vague. In the division between opposite pages, and in the position of the 
columns for events, it would facilitate the work of the scribe greatly if he followed the arrangement 
of the original. The same would apply to the number of lines on each page, though of course 
in the latter part of the Chronica , where the boundary between pages depends on the length 
of the text, no correspondence between Jerome’s pages and those of the original can be assumed. 
Whether the distinction between red and black ink goes back to Eusebius it is difficult to say. 
There would be no difficulty in marking out for a scribe what columns he was to write in red ink l . 

One more question about the original Greek remains. Did Eusebius issue two editions of 
his Chronica , , and if so does the Armenian represent the older, and Jerome’s Latin the later edition ? 

It is at least unlikely that the form of the Armenian goes back to Eusebius, because the other 
form alone agrees with the main intention of the Chronici Canones, viz. the establishment of 
the antiquity of the Jewish religion and scriptures as compared with the history and literature 
of the heathen world. My inspection of the MSS. of Jerome has shed no new light on the 
differences in text between the two versions, unies s we include under this head the placing of 
Olympiads. In the Armenian the numbers of the Olympiads are noted against years of Abraham , 
evenly divisible by four. L, as representing the ‘ Codices priores* of Jerome is not perfectly 
consistent, but generally places them one year later. Schone in his edition always places the 
mention of an Olympiad in the column of years of Abraham in the line immediately above that 
occupied by a year of Abraham which when divided by four leaves a remainder of one. This 
suggests that the number of the Olympiad is intended as a heading for the next four years, 
and that the first year of each Olympiad is intended to coincide with the following year of 
Abraham ; and historians have generally assumed that this is the case. The divergence between 
the Armenian and the accepted interpretation of Jerome may however be explained by 
a comparison of the MSS. ABFMNOPST of Jerome. Ali these habitually place the 
Olympiads in the column of regnal years which stands furthest to the left of the page or of the 
two pages, as the case may be ; they do not however place the Olympiads against any particular 
year of Abraham or regnal year, but always in the space between two regnal years. Where 
this space consists of several lines, the Olympiad may appear either on the first or on the last, or 
on any intermediate line. It therefore bears an equally close relation to the year above and the 
year below, and it is not surprising that if the Olympiads were so placed by Eusebius, the 
Armenian translator should in compressing the Chronicle have placed them in the year above, 
and the archetype of the * Codices priores * should, also for the sake of conciseness, have placed 
them in the year below. It is, however, possible that Eusebius adopted the rule of placing the 
Olympiad in the first of the lines intervening between the regnal years in question, since in the 
earlier part of the Latin Chronica y in which Jerome would appear to have adhered most closely 

1 Eusebius in his ( Canons ’ for the Gospels has two series of numbers, in black and red ; therefore the system 
was familiar to, and actually used by him. 
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to the form of his original, the Olympiads are nearly always so placed. Why Eusebius adopted 
this method I do not profess to be able to say, but one explanation that has occurred to me 
is that Eusebius recognized that the Olympiads did not begin at the beginning of any Calendar 
year, and that in consequence he chose to note the commencement of a new Olympiad between 
two regnal years. Be this as it may, the difference between the Armenian and the Latin in 
respect of the placing of Olympiads can no longer be adduced as an argument in favour of the 
existence of two editions of the original. The other arguments, which have been frequently set 
forth, and most recently in Schone*s Weltckronik des Eusebius , pp. 260-7, remain, and the 
question is stili open whether they form a sufficient basis for such a theory. 



§ 5. The Text of the Chronicle : Relation of O to other MSS. 



There is less to be added to the discussion of the text of the Chronicle than to that of the 
form, because the MSS. have been more carefully inspected on points connected with the text 
than on points connected with the form. Since, however, errors on questions of form have led to 
some misinterpretations of the more strictly textual evidence, a review of the materials for the 
classification and filiation of the MSS. will not be out of place. 

The first and simplest method of classification is that suggested by Mommsen in Hermes> 
1889, p. 401, according to which the continuations will be the criterion of the descent of the MSS. 
The obvious defect of this method as applied to the early MSS. is that most of the classes it 
creates do not contain more than one of our MSS. They would fall into the following groups : 



Without any continuation ABCNPQS(?)T 

Chronicon Consulare of Prosper D F 

„ Imperiale of Prosper) ^ 

Marius of Aventicum ) 

Hydatius M 

Marcellinus O 

[Fasti Hydatiani R] 

This scheme would of course be useful for a classification of MSS. yet to be discovered ; and 
any new MS. which might be discovered with Marcellinus as a continuation would of course be 
deserving of inspection. But for the MSS. to which I have confined my attention the scheme is 
useless, because, apart from DF, the only class which contains more than one member is con- 
stituted solely by a negative qualification. 

More important is the classification by form. Here we have first of ali the distinction between 
the ‘ Priores ’ (L) and the 1 Posteriores '(ABFMNOPQST). Within the latter group A N P S 
are United by their agreement in pagination and lineation, while F, M, O, Q, and T stand each 
by itself. We must, however, be very careful in our employment of this criterion* Schone in his 
edition of Eusebius supposed P to be descended from S, because of their close similarity in text 
and stili closer similarity in form, and Traube supposes both N and P to have been copied 
from S for the same reasons. The argument from form loses its weight when it appears that 
the supposed peculiarities in part go back to the original, and in part are shared with A, and even 
with MSS. of other families, while a study of Schone’s apparatus would show that while A P S are 
closely allied, the differences between S and P are more numerous than those between S and A. 
In like manner Schone abandoned the idea of collating N because of its close resemblance to S 
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in text, but more especially in form. The instaftce he cites on p. 31 of his Weltchronik des 
Eusebius proves only a general family resemblance between N P S. The argument from the 
text will be discussed later (p. 18). 

M appears to Schone to have affinities with ANPS, with which he believes it to correspond 
page for page throughout ( Weltchronik des Eusebius , p. 54), and also with O with which it 
is said to correspond generally in the division of pages (op. cit., p. 126 note). As a fact 
it corresponds with ANPS in the earlier part of the Chronicle only, and with O not 
at all. 

The most valuable material for a classification of the MSS. is after all to be obtained by 
means of an inspection of their text. I venture to think that Mommsen and Hardy, and in one 
instance Schone himself, have erred in attaching to marginalia a critical importance which strictly 
belongs to the text alone. In the text the rule is for a MS. to be copied from a single archetype; 
contamination is the exception. In the margin contamination is probably the rule, and two MSS. 
must not be classed together because they both omit or both insert a particular marginal entry. 
Neglect of this rule or a failure to elicit from Schone’s edition the true distinction between text 
and margin vitiates the list which Mommsen has compiled of agreements of F O against M, and 
militates seriously against the unique character which he attributes to O. 

Schone’s attempt to trace the different MSS. back to different stages in the development of 
Jerome’s work has been discussed above (pp. 11-3). The different MSS. will also be found 
compared in respect of their text in the Introduction to the second volume of Schone’s 
edition, in Mommsen’s article in Hermes , 1889, pp. 393-401, and in Hardy*s article in the 
Journal of Philology , 1890, pp. 277-87. The close relation between M and O is sufficiently 
proved by the passages cited by Mommsen and Hardy ; it remains after Hardy’s instances have 
been checked by comparison with O itself, and with the readings of M as cited by Schone, and 
could be supported by many other instances. The cases where F O agree against M are, as has 
been stated above, of another character. Of these Mommsen quotes: — 

(1) 137 (Caesar) where F O have *mens. VII, 1 M ‘mens. VIII/ A B P ‘mens. VI/ Mommsen 
cites R as reading ‘VI/ but according to Schone it reads ‘ septem * (with F O). To these 
we may now add CDLN^T which read ‘mens. VII* (with FOR), and N which reads 
‘ mens. VI * (with A B P). Here the deviation of M is probably fortuitous, and undeserving of 
attention \ 

(2) 137 p where F O are quoted as omitting the words ‘ ab hoc loco Antiocheni sua tempora 
computant/ which are found in A B M P R. The position of the index letter p in Sch6ne's 
edition indicates that even in A B M P this passage is in the left margin (where it is also found 
in D Q T), not in the text. R would appear to have it in the right margin. It is absent 
from CFL altogether, and in O appears among the sloping marginalia. This passage, there- 
fore, cannot fairly be cited as evidence on the text 2 . 

(3) I ®9, where FO are cited as omitting ‘secundum Antiochenos anni cccli’ against the 
other MSS. There is nothing in Schone’s edition to indicate that these words belong to the 
margin. I find, however, by inspection of the MSS. that in A D N P Q they are in the margin, 
and that in C L M they are actually omitted, so that M really agrees with O. They do not 

1 The passage is omitted in Q. 

* Hardy, loc. cit., p. 285, mentions the presence in the margin of O of a paraphrase of this entry, but has not noticed 
that the entry itself is also to be found there. 

rOTHERlKGHAM D 
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appear in the text of S, but may have been in the margin which is lost. In T they are in the 
text. R is cited by Schone in Vol. I as omitting these words, so that they are only contained in 
the text of B T and margin of A D N P Q. I presume that their connexion with the words 
‘Persecutionis I * is at least supported by Schone’ s quondam favourite, B. 

(4) 139 /, where F O are cited as omitting c Cicero ut quibusdam placet interficitur in Caietis/ 
against A B M P R. The words in question are actually omitted by F. In O they appear 
among the sloping marginalia mentioned above (p. 17). In A M they appear in the margin, as 
Schone appears to indicate, and as I have myself observed. In D N Q T also they appear m 
the margin only. In C L they appear in the text, and, if Schone could be relied on, this would 
appear to be the case with B P R as well. In P however they are in the margin only. Here 
again it will be seen that the difference between M and O is more imaginary than real. 

To these passages Hardy adds : — 

(1) 117«, where F omits the words ‘Ab hoc loco Edesseni sua tempora computant,* which 
appear in O among the sloping marginalia only. As C LT alone have this passage in the text, 
no importance can be attached to it, 

(2) 147 j, where FO are cited for ‘blanditias,’ A for * blandimentas/ P for ‘blandimenta,’ 
B M for ‘ blanditiam/ F O are further supported by C L Q T, and practically by D R which read 
* blandicias/ and an inspection of the MS. has shown me that ‘ blanditias ’ is also the reading of 
M. N has ‘ blandimentas/ Here Hardy has been misled by an error in RuhPs collation of M. 

( 3 ) where FO are cited for ‘Maximinus/ ABMP for ‘Maximus/ To the latter 
group we might add D L N R. M however does not as a fact read ‘ Maximus/ but 4 Maxinus * 
with ‘ mi * superscribed, so as to correct this to ‘ Maximinus/ C Q T have ‘ Maximinus/ 

(4) 189/, where Hardy cites FO for ‘Cinalense/ ABMP for ‘Cibalense/ ‘Cinalense* here 
is an obvious misprint for ‘ Ciualense/ This reading is also supported by C L, while * Cibalense * 
is supported by DNQRS 1 . M however is not correctly cited. According to Riihl, whose 
statement I have verified, it reads * ciuilense/ the line over the ‘ e ’ and the letters * nse ’ being 
erased so as to leave 4 ciuile/ This reading of course presupposes an older ‘ ciualense/ 
so that the authority of M is on the side of C F L O, not on that of ABDNPQRST. 

Thus Mommsen’s attempt to demonstrate that O represents an ancient source, independent 
alike of the corruptions common to A B F P and to ABMP, has broken down. M O must 
be treated as a single family, probably the best family, of which O is the older and better 
representative. 

A N P S are rightly regarded as a single family, which is of interest because of its uniformity 
in the division of pages and even of lines, which in the first part of the Chronicle at least appears 
to go back to the original 2 . S indeed is in other respects also the best representative of the 
original form of the Chronica*. But the fact that spatial difficulties have often compelled A 
to displace events by a few lines or a few years ought not to be allowed to weigh against its 

1 T has ‘ Cebalense.’ 

* See p. 1 1 above. The close resemblance of A N P S to one another in text renders it impossible to infer from 
their agreement in paging that they preserve more than the paging of the archetype of their family. It is significant 
that the two MSS. M and T which, though not belonging to this family, preserve its paging for the first part of the 
Chronicle, are quite independent in the latter part. 

3 Its genera! arrangement is identical with that of O except in the division of lines and pages, but S preserves 
better those ornamental devices, traces of which are to be found even in L. 
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claim to be a good representative of this family in questions of text. N P, as has been stated 
above (p. 2), are both copies of S. The following instances where S agrees with O or M O against 
A P as cited by Schone, might appear to teli against this descent. 

p. 55 (Schone). Here the column of Latin kings is headed ‘primus rex Latinorum post 
captam Troiam * in O S. These words appear in the text in L. No MS. is cited for them, but 
Schone does not usually cite variants in headings. The heading is omitted in T. 

63 a Solomonem O S : Salomonem A B F L M P R : Salamonem T. (Here P really has 
Solomonem with O S.) 

67 b Bithynia O R S T 2 Bithinia A F P : Bythinia L : Bythiniam M : Bitynia B. (Here the 
agreement of A F P in error against O S T may be purely accidental.) 

97 h iniit L M O R S : init AF P T : hinit B. (Here S has dots above and below the middle 
i in iniit, as though some scribe had wished to omit it. P however really has iniit.) 

183J, 187^, 191^ Hierosoly marum OST: Hierusolymarum AFMPR. (Here P really 
has Hierosolymarum.) 

189^ Maximinus FMOST: Maximianus ALPR: Maximus B. (P really has Maxi- 
minus.) 

189^ Maximinus ABMOST: Maximianus AFLP. (P really has Maximinus.) 

In 53 8 the omission of * et * after 1 similiter * is really supported by A, as also are the ‘ fuerunt 9 
in 97 a , and the omission of ‘ est * after * destructum * in 97 Lyd. tit., though Schone notes As 
reading in none of these cases. This renders me more suspicious of his citations of A else- 
where. 

The following variants of S would appear from Schone^ edition to be important. 

65 a S alone reads CCCCLXXXI. (P really has the same.) 

189 d Diocletiani anno RS: anno Diocletiani (Diocliciani, Diocliciane, Diodiocletiani) 
ABFLMOPT. (P really has Diocletiani anno.) 

189 h obit BM S: obiit AFLOPRT. 

The more crucial instances having broken down, it is impossible to build a case against 
the descent of P from S upon 67 b and 189 h. 

F is an interesting MS., inasmuch as it is the resuit of a deliberate recension *. Hardy gives 
instances both of the agreement of F M O against the other MSS. and of the agreement of M O 
against the other MSS., including F. Some of these however are of small importance, while 
others are based on erroneous information. The following will be interesting as showing that F 
often sides with A N P S when in error, though not so often as B does, and that it occasionally 
sides with M O even when in error. I have corrected Hardy’s and Schone^ errors and added 
the readings of other MSS. where known to me I have also added a few readings which I have 
noted myself. The reading which I prefer is in each case given first. 

Agreement of F with A P against M O. 

1150 demisso (demiso) LMOQT: dimisso ABDFNPR. 

133 b Lucilius DLMOT: Lucius ABFNPQR. 

155 h luxuriae A B F N P R T : luxoriae L M O Q. 

181A quadraginta missus AFNPR: Athlamos (Athalamos, Athlans mons, Atlans mons) 
B L M N nur ®* O Q T. See p. 12 above. 



1 See above, p. 1 r. 
D 2 
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197» Probus praefectus Illyrici (with variants) LMN m ” 8 - 0 : Illyrici Equitius comes (with 
variants) ABFNPQT. 

Agreement of F with M O against A P. 

43 b Nysam (Nicam, Nisam, Nisan, Nysan) BDFLMOQRT: Mysan (Misan) APS. 

45 r alligabat BDLT: allegabat (adlegabat) F M N “"*• O R : allegebat ANPQ. 

45^- iudex (iuiudex) DFLMNOQT: ABPR otn. 

61 i uel Cumae (Comae) otn. F L M O : add. A B D N P R S : quae nunc Cumae T*. 

61 1 Andronico A L N P R S : Androco (Andraco) F M O Q : Androco uel (siue) ab 
Andronico BDT. 

61 tn bellum F L M O T : excidium A B D N O “"*• P Q R S. 

99 y Hystaspis (Histaspis) FMOT. Hydaspis (Hidaspis, Idaspis) ABDNPQR. In M 
this passage appears in the margin only. 

139 e Popili (Popilii, Pompilii) BLNPRT*: Pupili A: populi FMOQT. 

143 i construit F L M O Q T : construxit A B N P R. 

147 s blanditias (blandicias) FLMOQRT: blanditiam B : blandimenta (blandimentas) A N P. 

163 c Pontiam F L M N “*'*• O R : Pontianam A B N P Q T. 

173 tn Maximus A B L N PR : Maximinus (Maxinus, but see p. 18 above) FMOQT. 

189/ Ciualense F L (M) O : Cibalense (Cebalense) ABNPQRST. 

191 b uilla sua Spalato (Aspalato) F L M O R T : uillae suae (uillas suas) palatio A B N P Q S. 

The agreement of F with M O is therefore interesting wherever it occurs, but not decisive. 

B is of less importance, because it is copied with less care, and presents fewer instances of 
agreement with M O against A F. B M O should be a valuable combination, where we can be 
sure that it is not fortuitous. B T alone, or almost alone, is not an uncommon combination, 
e.g. 45 c alligabat B D L T : 61/ perseuerabat : 61 / Androco uel (siue) ab Andronico B D T : 67 a in 
Samaria: 1 19 a Samaritanorum: 133 s aetatis B F T : 137 0 primus Romanus : 145 v nascitur : 
161 0 Romanos. Schone, being without M O, attached excessive weight to the readings of B 
which occasionally presents the readings of the M O family. His apparatus often cites A F P 
for readings which appear to be peculiar to B. 

L is a valuable addition to our stock of MSS. It preserves some readings which must have 
been corrected by Jerome himself, and which do not appear in the ‘Codices Posteriores,’ and 
it seems to be independent of both families, M O and A N P S. It is ciear that it owes 
its present form to the work of an editor, who has not displayed any excessive care. There 
is a constant displacement of matter, and many of the synchronisms of the original have been 
destroyed. The editor has often attempted to compress Jerome’s text by a change in the 
construction and often throws two notices into one. Less often he breaks one up into two. 
Many of these changes betray a defective understanding of the text «The faults of the editor 
are enhanced by those of the scribe. The MS. is full of errors, and its readings may be 
regarded as valueless where they are not supported by a MS. of another family. The readings 
quoted above will show how it escapes the errors of AP*. In three of them, 61 /, 139 e, 
173 «r, it escapes errors of MO. The same is the case in the following instances: — 

45 h Philammon R : Filammon (Filamon) ABFLNO*P: Filiammon M O : Fidamon T. 

1 Q omits the entry 61 i, but has the words ‘ uel comcce ’ at the end of 61 A. 

* 1897 is however an exception. 
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145 n Spoletinus A L N P R T : Spolitinus F : Politinus B : Spolentinus O : Polentinus M. 

T seems to be more closely related to M O than to A P. I have not found an instance 
where it sides with A P against B M O, but there are several instances where it sides with 
ABP against MO, and stili more where it sides with MO against ABP. It contains some 
corrections of errors which are found in almost all MSS., and perhaps go back to Jerome ; thus 
in 75 Lac. TU. T alone has ‘Alcamenes’; in 95 r NT alone have ‘Thales.’ Its agreements • 
with B are curious, and it has clearly been contaminated from some source akin to B. This 
fact reduces its value when found in agreement with that MS. It has also one curious 
agreement with L in 181 A, where both MSS. read ‘Atlans (Athlans) mons.’ The corrections 
and contamination may well be the work of the same editor. There appears to be no common 
principle goveming the degree to which F and T respectively present the readings either of 
the M O or of the A N P S family. T ought to be valuable where O is defective, as M is the 
only other representative of the MO family. 

Sundermeier 1 attempted by means of Augustine’s orthography of proper names to prove 
that he used a text more closely resembling that of A P than that of B. It is interesting to 
observe that, whatever may be the value of Augustine’s orthography, it approaches that of L 
stili more closely. 

Next to a combination of M O with the A N P S family, L M O would appear to be the 
best combination ; where O is defective, L M should be sufficient M by itself is a treacherous 
guide. We must however be careful, especially when dealing with dates, to assure ourselves 
that the combination is not fortuitous. 

The consensus of the best MSS. is in favour of a fairly correct orthography. The false 
orthography which defaces Schone’s edition receives little support from L or from O or from 
S, and might well be replaced by one more consistent with that of Jerome’s other works. 

If it is necessary to draw up a genealogical tree of the different MSS., the following should 
be as good as any: — 




T 



§ 6 . The Marginalia in O. 

No introduction to the Bodleian MS. would be complete without some account of the 
marginalia. I have indicated above * the different kinds of marginalia that exist. There Is 
one class common to all MSS. which is generally represented in O by the upright marginalia, 
though some of these are omitted in O as in other MSS. Another class, peculiar to O, appears 

1 Quaestiones Chrono graphicae, Bremae, 1896. 1 p. 10. 
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in sloping uncials ; it is ver y seldom that the sloping marginalia in O represent the marginalia 
common to other MSS. The upright marginalia in O call for no special notice 1 . They are 
all either glos ses or chronological notes; they appear irregularly in MSS. of the same or of 
different families, and throw little light on the history of the MSS. The sloping marginalia 
on the other hand are for the most part abstracts of select entries in the text Schone has 
accordingly suggested that they are selections made from Jerome to form the first part of the 
Chronicle of Marcellinus. Against this it may be urged that the notices ‘de frumentis, &c/ 
on 35 a, ‘Atheniensium reges, &c.* on 48 a, ‘de temporibus, &c.* on 48 b, ‘acta Neronis, on 
H5b, and ‘episcopi apud, &c.* on 136 b are unintelligible apart from the text. Moreover these 
marginalia are in the same hand as the text of O, or at least in a contemporary hand, while 
the Chronicle of Marcellinus is in a later hand. Sometimes, however, the sloping marginalia 
are not mere abstracts. 76 b ‘ Nabuchodonosor . . is of the nature of a gloss, while n7b 
‘Vespasianus Capitolium . . .* is at once an abstract and a supplement. The same applies 
to 120 a ‘Ignatius . . 122 a ‘Augusta . . .’, and 140 b ‘Sarmata discipulus . . .* The 

following marginalia combine the nature of an abstract with that of a synchronism or of 
a chronological note: — 

41 a Cyzicus . . . 

48 b arca testamenti . . . 

49 b dad eo . . . 

50 b templum . . . 

58 b Elias . . . 

61 a quidam Cartaginem . . . 

66 b Roma parilibus. . . . 

67 b Esaias et ... 2 

73 b Hieremias propheta . . . 

75 b ‘Nabuchodonosor . . .' and ‘Dani 

hei . . .’ 

80 b Aggaeus . . . 

81 a Pythagoras . . . 

84 b Socrates nascitur • . . 

85 a Hippocrates medicus . . . 

78 b ‘Medorum regnum . . .* is of the nature of a supplementary chronological note, not 

of an abstract. 

1 The following is a list of the upright marginalia in O : — 



55 b 


principium lx . . . 


-b Schone 6 7 c 1 


131 a 


iobeleus iuxta . . • 


I 

1 

1 


183 aa 


[66 b 


See p. 23.] 






131 a 


vm persecutio . . . 


» 


183 gg 


84 a 


principium LXXI . . • 




1032: 


132 b 


initium iobelei . • • 


99 


185// 


99 b 


prius nomen . . . 






134 b 


iobeleus secundum ... 


»»• 


189 aa 


H9a 


11 persecutio . . . 


99 


161 XX 


135 b 


X persecutio . . . 


99 


189 dd 


120 a 


In persecutio . . . 




163 Uti 


140 a 


iobeleos secundum . • . 


99 


194 fttm 


129 b 


vi persecutio . . . 


»> 


' 79 W 


141 b 


Corgonium dicit . . . 


99 


» 9 <>gg 


130 b 


VII persecutio . . . 


» 


iSinn 










s 


This is an abstract of a 


passage omitted from the text of 0, 


butfound in ABFLMPRT. 


See Schone 83^ 



* The information contained in these entries must be derived from a foreign source. 






86 b ex Aethna . . . 

87 b filosophi post . . . 

89 b Alexander Filippi 3 . . . 

90 a Alexandria condita • • . 
94 a liber sapientiae . . . 

98 b Carthago in . . . 

100 b Cicero nascitur 8 . . . 

102 b Vergilius nascitur . . . 
io5b Sallustius Crispus . . . 
108 a Vergilius Brundisi . . . 
nga Iosephus Dometiani . . . 
11 9 b Iohannes apostolus . . . 

127 a sub Seuero . . . 

128 a Tertullianus sub . . . 

136 b CCCXVIII synodus . . . 
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The following marginalia are misplaced:— 

50 b ‘templum Solomonis . . .’ fifty-two lines too high. 

76 a ‘in agone . . .* about thirty-seven lines too high. 

100 b ‘Gaius Marius . . / placed by confusion against the entry ‘Gaius Lucilius . . / 

1 16 b ‘Vespasianus apud . . ,* placed by confusion against the entry ‘Vespasianus 
duobus . . 

134 b ‘ Galerius Maximianus victus • . .* placed by confusion against the entry 1 Galerius 
Maximianus superato . . •’ 

The displacement of 50 b suggests that the error arose in transferring this series of marginalia 
from one 26-line MS. to another ; the copyist has placed this note on the right line of the 
page, but one leaf too early. This suggestion is confirmed by the reading excidium , 52 a in O, 
61 m (Schone). This reading is found in A B N P Q R S, but not in the text of O nor in F L M T. 
It seems probable, therefore, that the series of abstracts was originally made in a 26-line 
MS. allied to A B N P Q S, and was copied from this into the margin of another 26-line MS., 
from which it was copied into O 1 . I will attempt to show hereafter that these marginalia 
must have been added after the text and upright marginalia had been written. 

There remain a number of sloping marginalia which are either found in other MSS. or are 
similar in character to those found there. 

The following is a complete list of these : — 

66 b. ‘a Salmanassar V This appears to be in the margin of A F M P, and in the text of 
BL. In RT it appears in the Median column. See Schone 81 a. 

66 b ‘ hoc in . . .* These words are in the margin of F P, and appear from Schone to be in 
the text of A, and to be omitted by B. They are omitted by L, but in the form adopted by 
the ‘ Priores ’ they would be meaningless. 

81 b ‘ideo secundus . . .* In M N this passage is in the margin, as I have discovered by 
personal inspection. It is omitted by L, and would appear from Schone’s edition (99 q) to be in 
the text of A B F P R. If so, it must have made its way there through the margin. In T it 
appears in the Persian column. 

91 b ‘ab hoc . . .* This passage appears in the text of LT. It is omitted by F, is in the 
margin of P, and would appear from Sch6ne*s edition (117 n) to be in the margin of A B M R. 

104 a ‘Antiocheni annorum suorum numerum XC Caesares computant.’ ‘XC* here is probably 
a copyist’s error for ‘ a C/ The whole passage is a paraphrase of the marginal notice ‘ ab hoc 
loco . . .’ which occurs under the next year. This proves that the ordinary marginalia must have 
already existed in the MS. in which. the abstracts were first inserted. 

104 a. ‘ ab hoc loco ... * This passage is in the margin of A P T and is omitted by F L. 
According to Schone (137/) it is also in the margin of BM R. 

105 a ‘Cicero ut . . .* = Schone 139/, for which see p. 18 above. 

109 a ‘Tertullianus in . . .’ This passage is in the text of AL, and would appear from 
Schone (145 q) to be in that of R also. According to Schone it is in the margin of BFP. 
It is also in the margin of T. 

1 The piesence in 67 b (above) of the abstract of a passage wanting in the text of O is further evidence that the 
abstracts were not made from the text of O. 

* If this is not rather to be regarded as belonging to the upright marginalia. 
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m b 'principium LXXXI . . This passage is in the margin of APT and the tekt of 
L. It is omitted by F, and from Schone 149 / it would appear to be in the margin of B M R. 

127 b ‘in hoc anno iobeleum a maioribus inuenimus obseruatum Id duodecimo anno Seueri et 
CCLI Antiochenae urbis.’ This passage is, according to Schone (177 /), omitted by M, but appears 
In the text of A and the margin of B F P R. It is also in the margin of L T. 

It will be observed that no passage is found both in the upright and in the sloping marginalia! 
of O. But the latter contain many passages similar in character to those which appear among the 
upright marginalia. Compare especially 13 1 a * iobeleus . . . 132 b ‘ initium . . . 134 b ‘ iobeleus 
. . . 140 a ‘iobeleos . . with 127 b above. It is ciear therefore, that the scribe who copied 

the sloping marginalia into O carefully avoided repeating the upright marginalia, which must 
therefore have been in O already. By combining this resuit with that obtained on p. 23 above, 
we learn that abstracts were first inserted in a 26-line MS., allied to ABNPS, and already 
containing some of the ordinary marginalia ; from this they were transcribed into another 
26-line MS., and from this they were transcribed, along with such of the ordinary marginalia 
as were not already present, into O. 

The sloping hand which appears in these marginalia is also to be found frequently throughout 
the entire MS. in corrections and in crowded writing at the end of a line or below the last complete 
line of an entry or of a page. Thus on f. 40 a ‘tus sit’ below the last line is in this hand; on f. 123 a 
(Hadr. 19) we have first a correction in this hand and then an addition ; onf. 124 a the last words 
‘ ferri uisus ’ are in this hand ; on f. 132 a, L 21 is finished in this hand ; on f. 138 a, 1 . 25, the word 
‘ Constantinopolim ’ is supplied in this hand ; on f. 130 b the entry ‘ Nouatus . . . ’ is corrected in 
this hand. On f. 135 b the entry ‘ pax . . . reddita ’ is, with the exception of the first word, in this 
hand. Note also the growing approximation towards this hand in the upright marginalia towards 
the end of the MS. On ff. 131 a, 135 b ‘ vili persecutio ualeriani,’ ‘ X persecutio . . . ’ seem to pass 
out of the one hand into the other. It is therefore probable that the upright and sloping uncials 
belong to the same scribe. If so, the summary on f. 145 should also be by the original scribe. 
Traube 1 has argued that because this summary is only brought down to 442 A. D., it cannot have 
been copied into O much later than that date; otherwise it would have been continued. He 
therefore dates the sloping hand in O about 450 A.D., and suggests that the upright hand must in 
consequence be placed between 400 and 450. The argument is not convincing, but there is nothing 
to prevent both the upright and the sloping hand from belonging to the middle of the fifth century. 

The later marginalia will be dealt with in the next chapter. 

1 op. cit., Praef., p. xl 
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The more recent history of our manuscript is not difficult to trace. It was acquired from 
some unknown source by Jean du Tillet, Bishop of Meaux, who died in 1570. Pontacus 
borrowed it from him, and cites it by the name of Meldensis (M) in his edition of the 
Chronica. Sirmond, also, in the preface to his edition of Marcellinus \ refers to it as 
belonging to the library of du Tillet. It next passed to the Jesuit College of Clermont at Paris, 
for which Sirmond may have borrowed it. When the Clermont library was sold in 1764, it 
was acquired by Meerman, and, on the sale of his library in 1824, it was bought by Gaisford 
for the Bodleian. Du Tillet had received authority from Francis I to collect MSS. from 
French libraries, and, as will be seen hereafter, there are reasons for supposing that the 
Bodleian MS. was in the south of France about 1400. 

Traube 2 has expressed the opinion that the MS. was written in Italy, but professes his 
inability to specify the place more exactly, or to state when it was removed from Italy. The 
examples of early uncial writing are not sufficiently numerous to render the task of dating the 
MS. altogether simple. When attention was first called to it, it was supposed to belong to 
the sixth century, but Traube now places it in the fifth century, and this opinion is confirmed 
by the opinions of other scholars which have been communicated to me. Many of my readers 
will probably be able to determine the palaeographical question better than I can 3 . Traube has, 
as we have seen above 4 , endeavoured to find a further argument for an early date in the 
supposed fact that the chronological summary on f. 145 is brought down to 442 A.D. He is 
of opinion that if it had been copied into our MS. at any distance of time from that date, it 
would have been continued. This is, however, far from being a safe conclusion. Of all Schone^ 
MSS. B is the only one in which the chronological summary at the end of Jerome’s Chronicle 
is continued to a date approaching that of the MS. In ALMP there appears to be no 
continuation. In F the summary is brought down to 444 or 445 A.D., and in R to 443 A.D., 
while the family of Marcellinus MSS. derived from O all continue the summary to 442 a.d. and 
no further. As it is impossible to throw all these MSS. back to the fifth century, we must 
abandon the attempt to date O by the absence of a further continuation. 

It is doubtful, however, whether Mommsen and Traube have not erred in supposing that 
this summary was continued to 442 A.D. in O. The summary as it now stands in that MS. 
only extends to 435 A.D., and the date 442 A.D. rests on the supposition that the supplement 
to the summary began on the lost leaf and included the words, quoted by Mommsen 5 from 

1 Marcellini v. c. comitis Illyriciani chronicon multo quam antea emendatius et auctius, Lutetiae Parisiorum 1619. 
f. a i, and Opera Varia (Parisiis 1696), tom. ii, p. 347, cited by Mommsen, Chronica Minora , II, p. 48. 

* Op. cit. p. xii. 

8 While not venturing to express any opinion on the palaeographical evidence as to the date of the MS., I would 
commend to the notice of palaeographical students the frequent use at the ends of lines of minuscule forms or of 
forms which are losing their uncial character. 4 p. 24. 

8 Chronica Minor a, II, p. 49. 

FOTHERINGHAM £ 
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Paris. 4870, and found in other MSS. descended from O: ‘A Valente VI et Valentiniano 
iimiore usque in consulatum Eudoxfi colliguntur anni LXrrn. ac per hoc a XV Tiberi anno, quo 
dominus predicare incepit, in consulatum Eudoxii et Dioscori fiunt anni CCCCXL* But it is 
ciear that the supplement to Jerome s summary must at some date have stood, as it now 
stands in O, without these words. If we begin the supplement where it now begins at the top 
of f. 145 a in O, we have first of ali a part down to ‘ CCCXCII * ( 1 - 4 ) or possibly down to 
MCLXXV ( 1 - 6), contributed originally by some scribe in the year 421 AD., and then a further 
continua tion by some scribe of the year 435 AD. As the passage quoted above only dates from 
442 A.D., the supplement to Jerome’s summary as it now stands in O must, when first written, 
have followed immediately after Jerome’s own summary. It is moreover doubtful whether the 
passage quoted had originally any connexion with the supplement to the summary, as found 
in O. If it was written in order to bring that summary down to the time of the scribe who 
wrote it, why was it not placed at the end of the existi ng supplement? If on the other hand 
it was originally inserted in a MS. where there was no supplement to the chronological 
summary, the most natural place for it would be that which it occupies in Paris. 4870, &c^ 
at the end of Jerome f s summary. There is therefore no reason to assume a priori that the 
supplement of 442 AD. was copied into O along with the supplements of 421 AJ). and 435 AD., 
and the fact that the supplement to the summary, as preserved to us, begins on a new 

quaternion, in a sloping and no longer in an upright hand, and with the first words of the 

supplement as it must have existed before the supplement of 442 AD. was inserted, suggests that 
the scnbe who in s er ted this supplement intended it to begin exactly where it does begin in our 

MS. Where then did the passage quoted come from ? It must have been in O, because no one 

would have any motive for inserting it after the year 442 AJ). 1 , and if it was in O it must 
have been on the last leaf, and, as we have seen, it appears to have been no part of the 
summary copied into the MS. on f. 145. Now, as we have seen above, the sloping marginalia 
were copied from a MS. of another family after O was completed. The presumption therefore 
is that the su mmar y was copied along with them, and that it had no place in the archetype 
of O. The archetype of O did however contain marginalia, represented by the existing 
upright marginalia*, and there is therefore nothing improbable in its having contained at the 
end an entry canying Jerome’s summary down to 442 AJ). This would explain the peculiar 
position of that continua tion in Paris. 4870, &c. On this hypothesis 442 AJ). should probably 
be the date of the archetype of O, as it cannot be shown that any of the notes inserted by 
the scribe himself were of his own composition. The sloping marginalia ought to be the 
composition of a scribe who wrote in 421 or 435 A.D. They are often of a chronological 
character, and their autbor would be a likely person to add to the chronological summary at 
the end of the work. 

The account of this MS. in the Palaeographical Society’s Series regards ff. 33—81 a and 
81 b-144 as the work of two different hands, and is followed in this respect by Madan in his 
Summary Catalogue of Western MSS. in the Bodleian Library, VoL I, p. 441. Traube tadtly 
corrects this error, which is due to a failure to recognize that the distinction between large 
and small writing belongs to the form of the Chronica , and does not imply a difference of 
scribes. 

The sloping uncial writing found in the marginalia and summary were originally regarded 
1 p. 24. * See p. 22 note. 
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as somewhat later in date than the upright uncials of the text of the Chronica^ but Mommsen 
and Traube regard the hands as contemporary. Thompson 1 calls attention to the presence of 
the cursive fornis of b and d in the summary, and it is interesting to observe that the same 
features may be observed in the text in the cases, especially numerous towards the ends of 
lines, where the upright uncials degenerate into sloping uncials, cf. ‘duxerit* (f. 128 a, 1. 30); 
‘reddita* (f. 135 b, 1 . 27) ; ‘nisibl’ (f. 138 b, 1 . 25). The presence of tails, generally curling to the 
left, which becomes more common as the transition to minuscule writing advances, is very 
frequent in the sloping uncials of O, but is not uncommon in the text. Cf. ‘iudaei* (f. 115 
b, 1 . 19), and observe the letters p, q, and even m on ff. 115-119. Compare also ‘habetur* 
(f. 70 a, 1 . 8). There seems therefore to be no reason for regarding the marginalia and 
chronological summary as the work of a different scribe from the text of the Chronica. 

An interesting feature of O is the appearance of a cross at the top left-hand comer of each 
quaternion. Mr. E. W. B. Nicholson informs me that this cross, which does not appear in the 
Marcellinus portion of the MS. is really the XPI sign and constitutes an invocation of Christ, 
such as is not uncommon at the beginning of gatherings in later MSS., but is not found in 
any earlier than this. I have discovered a similar, but smaller sign at the beginning of two 
of the three quatemions of S, of which the first leaf remains. It is difficult to be sure about 
the last quaternion. A cruciform arrangement of an ordinary entry in sacred history is 
common not only in S, but in most of the early MSS. The occurrence of the sign at the 
beginning of each quaternion both in O and in S suggests that it may go back to Jerome. 
Another feature which may go back to Jerome is the distinction between Roman and Greek 
numerals for the signatures of the earlier and latter parts of the Chronicle respectively. As 
the distinction between these two parts belongs to the original form of the Chronicle, it is not 
improbable that the difference in the signatures is also part of the original form. 

Marcellinus and a continuation were added to this MS. towards the end of the sixth 
century, and the last leaf or leaves of this continuation must have been lost at an early date, 
since their contents are omitted by a whole family of MSS. descended from O. A hand, 
perhaps of the sixth century, has inserted the words ‘ Lacaedaemonior IIIP Labotes XXXVII.* 
on f. 53 a. From this time we have little clue to the history of the MS. till we come to 
the close of the Middle Ages. Several missing dates in the ‘ fila regnorum * have been supplied 
by a thirteenth-century hand. Examples of this are to be seen on ff. 69 b, 71 b, 72 b, 75 a, 
88 a, 108 a. About the year 1400 what are now the first thirty-two leaves were supplied by 
a hand belonging apparently to the south of France. Very shortly after this date a whole 
mass of marginal notes was contributed by one or more south French 2 hands. These notes are 
to be found in the fifteenth-century as well as the fifth- and sixth-century parts of the MS. 
The hand is rather a troublesome one; but Mr. R. L. Poole of Magdalen College has kindly 
made a selection of the more important of these marginalia, which are printed in Appendix IV 
m to the present volume. I had hoped to find in the authors cited some clue to the identity, 
or at least to the locality of the scholiast. But my researches have proved unsuccessful. I 
append, however, a list of the authors cited for the benefit qf any scholar who may wish to 
pursue the inquiry further. 

1 Greek and Latin Palaeography , p. 197. 

1 So the palaeographical scholars whom I have consulted. But see p. 63, bclow. 

E 2 



Digitized by ^.ooQle 




28 



THE HISTORY OF THE BODLEIAN MANUSCRIPT 



1. Bede, Chronica Maiora; Commentary on 

Acis ; Historia Ecclesiastica . 

2 . Nicolaus Trivet, Annales ab Origine Mundi 

ad Christum. 

3. Augustine, De Civitate Dei ; Epistola ad 

Generosum. 

4. Gulielmus de Nangis, Chronica ab Adam . 

5. Hugo de S. Victore, De Tribus Maximis 

Circumstantiis Gestorum. 

6 . Josephus, Antiquities ; De Bello Iudaico. 

7. Jerome, Epistolae; Commentaries onEzekiel 

and Daniel; Adversus Iovinianum; De 
Viris Illustribus; Apologia adversus Libros 
Rufini; De Situ et Nominibus . 

8. Justin. 

9. Vincent of Beauvais, Speculum Historiale. 

10. Petrus Comestor, Historia Scholastica. 

11. Titus Livius, Decade I. 

12. Orosius. 

13. Paulus Diaconus, Historia Romana . 

14. Jordanis, Romana; Getica. 

15. Solinus, Polyhistor. 

16. Sextus Rufus, Breviarium. 

17. Cicero, De Officiis. 

18. Valerius Maximus. 

19. A. Gellius. 

20. Solomon Rashi, Commentaries on Ezekiel 

and Daniel. 

21. Nicholasde Lyra, Commentaries on lEsdras , 

Juditk } Daniel , and Esther. 



22. Isidore, Chronicorum Epitome. 

23. Justinian, Digest; Code. 

24. Helinandus, apparently cited from Vincent 

of Beauvais. 

25. Tertullian, Adversus Iudaeos , apparently 

cited from Jerome and Vincent. 

26. Raven. 

27. Prologus super Livium. 

28. Ado Viennensis, Chronicon. 

29. Africanus. 

30. Ptolemy, Almagest. 

31. Prokoetnium Codicis Theodosiani. 

32. Egesippus, De Excidio Urbis Hierosol. 

33. Martyrologium . 

34. Regino Prumiensis. 

35. Seneca, Ludus. 

36. Eusebius, Ecclesiastica Historia. 

37. Suetonius. 

38. Martyrium S. Clementis. 

39. Liber Pontificalis. 

40. Martinus Oppaviensis, Chronicon. 

41. Bernardus Guidonis, Catalogus Pontificum 

Romanorum . 

42. Sicardus Cremonensis. 

43. Deusdedit Cardinalis, Canones. 

44. Sigibertus (?). 

45. Cassiodorus, Historia Tripertita. 

46. Roderic of Toledo, De Rebus Hispaniae. 

47. Ambrose, De Obitu Valentiniani Consolatio. 



Mr. Poole has verified a few of these references, and I have verified almost all the 
remainder. The references to Raven, Africanus 1 , and the Prohoemium Codicis Theodosiani 
have however baffled me. With few exceptions the authors quoted are Latin, and it is 
probable that in all the exceptional cases a Latin version was used. There is a large 
preponderance of the works of mediaeval French writers and comparati vely few of Italian 
writers among the citations, a fact which confirms the opinion that the hand is south French 
rather than Italian. 

The references to Livy are perhaps the most striking. First among these deserves to be 
mentioned the notice (f. 103) of a prologue containing Jeromes date of the birth of Livy. 
Frigell 2 mentions two MSS. containing some such prologue, viz. Vaticanus Palat. 875, written 
about 1445 A.D. and Venetus S. Marci 362, written about 1453 A.D., both apparently written 
in Italy, though the latter is by a German scribe. The prologue as it appears in the Venice MS. 
is printed by Valentinelli, Bibliotheca MSS. ad S. Marci Venet. 1873, Tom. vi. p. 12; and 
Dr. Ehrle has kindly sent me a transcript of the prologue from the Vatican MS. Professor Walters 
of Kings College, London, has since informed me that he has found a copy of this prologue 



1 The reference to Africanus may well have been taken from a chronological summary at the end of 2 MS. 
of the Chronica. Compare the summaries at the end of T. 

2 Collatio codicum Livianorum, Upsala Universitets Arsskrift, 1878, p. 11. 
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in a Paris MS. of Livy, and M. Omont has kindly identified the MS. and sent me a collation 
of its text of the prologue, with some Information on the history of the MS. The Paris MS. 
(Lat. 5740) belongs to the fourteenth century, and, as appears from a note in the MS., was pre- 
sented by Pope Clement VII. to his secretary, Jean Muret, in 1393 A. D. Another note by the 
same hand runs as follows : * Dominus Iohannes Brevis Coxe/ which implies that the MS. belonged 
to Jean Courtecuisse, who died, as Bishop of Geneva, in 1423 A. D., but had resided in Paris up 
to the previous year. The following is the text of the prologue according to the Paris MS. : 
‘Titus liuius actor presentis operis historiographus fuit, ut refert beatus Hieronimus in libro 
quem scripsit de temporibus, pataui ortus est anno ab urbe condita DCLXXXXIIII. anno tertio 
Olympiadis centesime septuagesime none, eo quo anno natus est M. Messala coruinus orator 
eximius, qui diuo ottauiano augusto primum dein tyberio cesari adherens anno urbis 
DCCLXXI. olympiadis centesime nonagesime ottaue anno ultimo imperii tyberii anno tertio 
obiit pataui anno etatis eius septuagesimo septimo, quo anno obiit ouidius naso poeta 
egregius in scithia apud thomos opidum relegatus. Et hodie pataui cernitur eius saxeus 
tumulus in monasterio sancte iustine cum huiusmodi saxo incisis litteris. V • F • | T • LIVIVS | 
LIVIAE . T . F. | Q VARAE. L | HALYS | CONCORDIA | LIS PATAVI | SIBI ET 
SVIS | OMNIBVS/ It is ciear that ‘159* in the scholium on Jerome is an error for ‘179/ 
the date against which the scholium is entered, and which is actually given in the prologue 
just quoted. It is important to notice that this is not in Jerome the date of the birth of 
Livy, but of the Catilinarian conspiracy on which Jerome cites Livy as an authority. The 
prologue must have been originally written between 1360 A.D., the date of the discovery of the 
supposed tomb of Livy at the monastery of St. Justina (the inscription on which, stili to be seen 
in the Salone at Padua, it reproduces almost word for word and line for line), and 1393 A. D., 
the date when the MS. containing it was presented to Muret. MSS. containing this prologue 
cannot therefore have been widely distributed by T400 A. D., but it is important to note that 
the Paris MS. does not agree with the readings or the foliation of Livy as cited by our scholiast. 
The following readings cited from Livy are peculiar and might conceivably prove useful in 
identifying the MS. in question, if it has not disappeared. On f. 73 b thirty-four years are 
ascribed to Ancus, and on ff. 79 b, 82 b forty-seven years are assigned to Tarquinius Superbus. 
There are references by number to the leaves of a Livy MS. on ff. 88, 90 b. 

I have also attempted an investigation of the MSS. of Trivets Annales ab Origine Mundi . 
Five MSS. of this work are known to me to be in existence, Londinensis Reg. 13 B xvi, Paris. 
4929, 16018, 16019, a °d Berolinensis Phili. 1846. Of these Paris. 4929 is dated 1462, and the 
Berlin MS. is described as belonging to the latter half pf the fifteenth century, while the 
London MS. appears never to have been out of England. Paris. 16019 was apparently in the 
Sorbonne before the end pf the fourteenth century, and contains no handwriting at all 
resembling that of the Jerome scholiast. Paris. 1601 8 does contain a few somewhat similar 
notes, and formerly contained the Rhythm of Orosius, and the Chronicle of Martinus 
Oppaviensis (now 16017) as well as Trivet. It was written in 1367, and bequeathed to the 
Sorbonne by Guillaume de Sauvarville, Canon of Rouen, in 1385. It is interesting, though, 
of course, not conclusive that these two MSS. of Trivets Annales and a MS. of the prologue 
to Livy should all have been at Paris in 1400 A. D. 

After the numerous apparent clues to the history of this MS., it is rather disappointing to 
be compelled to admit that all we know is that it was written in Italy in the fifth century, and 
was in France about 1400, where it was probably found by du Tillet in the sixteenth 
century, and so made its way to Meaux, Paris, the Hague, and Oxford. 
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THE PARIS MANUSCRIPTS 

In addition to the fragments of S (Lat. 6400 b) therc are in the National Library at Paris thrce 
manuscripts of the Chronica old enough to deserve a notice in this volume. The following description is 
the resuit of notes which I took on a recent visit to Paris. Various points of detail are nodced in their 
proper place in m y Introduction. 

Q. Parisinus Lat 4858 is written in red and black ink, and belongs to the middle of the ninth 
century. It contains the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome without any continuation, followed by 

a fragment of the Quicumque vult . According to the foliation the MS. should contain 109 leaves, but one 
leaf has been missed in the enumeration after f. 101 and there is a hiatus of one leaf after f. 103, so 
that the MS. must have originally contained m leaves. The pages have been prepared throughout for 
tabular matter by means of horizontal and perpendicular lines, and, contrary to the practice of most MSS., 
the number and position of the perpendicular lines vary according to the number and position of the different 
columns in the MS. The prefaces are written in minuscules, but the Chronicle proper begins with a very 
ciose reproduction of the form presented in O. This form is gradually modified as the work proceeds, till 
it becomes typical of a ninth-century MS. The first three pairs of opposite pages contain thirty lines each ; 
the next pair contains twenty-nine, and the next two pairs again thirty ; after this the number of lines to 
a page is for most of the first part of the Chronicle fixed at thirty-three, but afterwards varies greatly, 
sometimes reaching as high as thirty-eight. The writing is at first in uncials, but occasional minuscule 
letters appear on the first page; on the third pair of pages the greater part of one event is written con- 
tinuously in minuscules; after this minuscules become more and more common; they first appear in the 
‘fila regnorum' on one of the sixth pair of opposite pages, and gradually replace uncials for entries in 
black ink both in the ‘ fila regnorum ' and in the ‘ spatium historicum. 1 In the latter part of the Chronicle 
the rule is established that uncials are employed for everything in red ink, and minuscules for everything 
in black. At the beginning of the Chronicle there is also the same distinction between large and small 
writing as in A O S, and the same crowding of events as compared with the ‘ fila regnorum/ This distinction 
is maintained with very few exceptions as far as the fall of Troy. In the remainder of the first part of the 

Chronicle the rule is for writing to be regulated by the ruled lines, and crowding is the exception. I have 

not noticed the occurrence of any blank lines. There are occasional references to this MS. in Schone's 
Weltchronik des Eusebius . 

D. Colbertinus, Parisinus Lat. 4860, formerly Colbert. 240 and Regius 3730 a, was written in black 
ink between the years 939 and 954, according to a statement in the MS. itself. It appears to be copied 

from a Codex Augiensis of 840 a.d . 1 It is ciear from several notices in the MS. itself that it was at 

Mainz in the tenth century. It contains the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome, the Chronicon Consulare 
of Prosper, the Chronicles of Cassiodorus and Jordanes, and various other chronological works. The 
unipaginal arrangement is maintained throughout; in the first part of the Chronicle there are no special 
columns for events, but events are entered against any column of dates, as in the edition of Pontacus. 
The Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome occupy in all forty-six leaves, and there are from forty-one to 

1 See Mommsen, Chronica Minora , Vol. I, p. 363, note 2. 
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forty-threc lines on each page. There is a notice of this MS. by Mommsen in Chronica Minora , Vol. I, 
PP- 363 - 5 - 

C. Colbertinus, Parisinus Lat. 4859, formerly Colbert. 1398, apparently the Pithoeanus of Pontacus, 
is written in red and black ink, and belongs to the tenth century. As in T, there is no title-page. It 
begins with a table of contents, apparently applying to some other MS.; then come the Chronicles of 
Eusebius and Jerome without continuation, followed by the ‘ Ordo plenarius 1 as in T. At the foot of 
this are the words * Continet ... II. ccc. xcv' as in T. Then comes a summary headed ‘Incipit secundum 
Severum’ (also in this place in T). These are followed by ‘ cons. ordenari post opus sancti ieronimi 
constitutum/ and by extracts from some work, beginning with ‘ liber primus, cap. viii : — in huius sacri monasterii/ 
and ending with ‘numquam accedere temptauisset/ At the end of the MS. is the signature ‘P. Pithoue' 
(Petrus Pithoeus). The MS. is written on 156 leaves, of which the Chronica occupy 152. There are 
twenty-six lines on each page. The bipaginal arrangement common to 26-line MSS. is continued as far 
as A. Abr. 1968. Red ink is used (as in L) for accessions, a few events, and every tenth year in each 
of the ‘fila regnorum/ From A. Abr. 1117 to A. Abr. 1979 uncials are used throughout; elsewhere 
the writing is mainly in minuscules. 
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